
CITY OF SHOREVIEW 
AGENDA 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
December 5, 2011 

7:00 P.M. 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS 
 
CITIZENS COMMENTS - Individuals may address the City Council about any item not 
included on the regular agenda. Specific procedures that are used for Citizens Comments are 
available on notecards located in the rack near the entrance to the Council Chambers.  Speakers 
are requested to come to the podium, state their name and address for the clerk's record, and 
limit their remarks to three minutes. Generally, the City Council will not take official action on 
items discussed at this time, but may typically refer the matter to staff for a future report or 
direct that the matter be scheduled on an upcoming agenda. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
CONSENT AGENDA - These items are considered routine and will be enacted by one motion. 
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Councilmember or citizen so 
requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and placed 
elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
1. November 7, 2011 City Council Meeting Minutes 

 
2. November 14, 2011 City Council Workshop Meeting Minutes 

 
3. November 21, 2011 City Council Meeting Minutes 

 
4. November 21, 2011 City Council Workshop Meeting Minutes 

 
5. Receipt of Committee/Commission Minutes— 

--Bikeways & Trails Committee, September 1, 2011 
--Human Rights Commission, October 26, 2011 
--Bikeways & Trails Committee, November 3, 2011 
--Environmental Quality Committee, November 28, 2011 
 

6. Verified Claims 



 
7. Developer Escrow Reduction 

 
8. MnDOT Agency Agreement 

 
9. Establish City Recycling Fee and Approve SCORE Grant Application 

 
10. Approval of Application for Exempt Permit—Pinnacle Athletic Club 

 
11. Renewal of Lease Agreement—Fitness Center Equipment 

 
12. Approval of Agreements—Community Center Exclusive Alcoholic Beverage Providers 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
13. Budget Hearing—Review of 2012 Budget and Tax Levy 

 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
14. Clear Channel, Inc., Dynamic Digital Billboard, 4xx County Road E 

a.  Operating Agreement 
b. Site Lease Agreement 
c. Access Easement Agreement—455 County Road E 
 

STAFF AND CONSULTANT REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
* Denotes items that require four votes of the City Council. 

















SHOREVIEW CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP MEETING 
MINUTES 

November 14, 2011 
 

Attendees: 
 
City Council:  Mayor Martin; Councilmembers Huffman, Quigley, Wickstrom and 

Withhart 
 
Staff:   Terry Schwerm, City Manager 
   Tom Simonson, Asst. City Manager/Community Development Director 
   Jeanne Haapala, Finance Director 
   Fred Espe, Assistant Finance Director 
   Mark Maloney, Public Works Director 
 
 
REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED 2012/2013 BUDGET AND TAX LEVY 
 
Two-Year Budget 
 
A new two-year budget document was presented to the Council for review before formal 
adoption.  A two-year budget would not cut any review time of the budget each year, but the 
process would be modified to check with departments to make sure the budget is in line with 
needs.  Any significant changes would be brought to the Council.  A review of the preliminary 
levy would still occur in August each year.  One of the advantages of a two-year budget is the 
size of the document, as a lot of information does not change year to year.  The time saved would 
be used to build more expertise among staff.  Printing costs would be saved.  It would also give 
staff an opportunity to focus on Council goals.  The year the Council holds a goal-setting session 
would be the year a new budget is done.   
 
Councilmember Withhart asked what would happen if a new Council were elected and wanted 
changes.  Ms. Haapala stated that the process can always be redone.  She added that bond 
agencies like to see documents that plan for the longer term, although that is not a worry for 
Shoreview.  A two-year budget document would add to the other long-term financial planning 
documents already in place.   
 
Councilmember Huffman stated that he likes the idea that the budget would be done in 
conjunction with the Council’s goal-setting sessions. 
 
Councilmember Quigley stated that processes already in place are embedded in the two-year 
budget document.  It is well formatted and will be a living document to integrate with operations. 
 
Mayor Martin stated that measurements need to be based on the community survey, and the 
Council needs to commit to the expense of conducting the surveys to get that information.  Mr. 
Schwerm responded that every odd-numbered year a community survey is budgeted. 
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It was the consensus of the Council to move forward with a two-year budget process. 
 
Budget Review 
 
Mr. Schwerm noted the summary chart for the tax levy over the next two years.  In 2012, the tax 
levy is decreasing from $9,405,000 to $9,360,000, which is a decrease of 0.5%.  The primary 
reason for the decrease not having to account for the loss of market value homestead credit in the 
levy.  Actual tax collection will increase by 3.3%, when the EDA and HRA levies are counted.  
All revenue increases are reducing the levy by 4.5%.   
 
Increased costs in 2012:   
 

 Police—increased costs for wages and health insurance, vehicles, and transition Animal 
Control to the Sheriff’s Department.

 Fire Service—the continued implementation of the duty crew program 24/7, two hours 
will be added to weekday evening hours and Saturday daytime hours planned in 2012.  

 Personnel changes include a new full-time communications specialist position to be 
created; changing the Assistant City Engineer position to City Engineer; and elimination 
of the Park and Recreation Director position.  The elimination of this position will mean 
that three managers in the Park and Recreation Department will report directly to City 
Manager Schwerm.

 Pay plan adjustment of 1% and a $50 increase in the City’s monthly health insurance 
contribution , which covers less than half the increase in family premiums.

 Election costs.  Councilmember Wickstrom indicated that there is some discussion about 
Ramsey County potentially taking over City elections in the future.  Schwerm noted that 
some cities have moved in this direction but this is not contemplated in 2012.

 Street Renewal is decreased from $75,000 to $50,000.
 
The combined result of General Fund revenue and expense changes in 2012 is a 2.43% decrease 
in the tax levy. 
 
Councilmember Huffman noted that the savings from the elimination of the Park and Recreation 
Director position is a one-time savings. 
 
The debt increase is for the Maintenance Center.  Ms. Haapala stated that there will be a $30,000 
increase in the 2013 levy with no major changes in revenue.  With the projected increases in the 
EDA and HRA levies, the overall projected increase in the 2013 levy is 4.25%.   
 
Mayor Martin asked how police costs are estimated for 2013.  Mr. Schwerm stated that a 3% 
inflation factor is used.  Animal control costs in 2013 will be the same or lower.  The Council 
will be approving the 2012/2013 budget, but budget amendments can be made in 2013.  Next 
year, staff will present the budget in August based on the 2013 budget adopted.  Any necessary 
revisions can be made through the Council’s review process and a budget amendment.  Rather 
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than working from the entire budget document to establish a preliminary levy, the Council will 
receive a summary memo.   
 
Ms. Haapala noted that health insurance rates continue to increase, and it is frustrating to see the 
impact on the levy each year.  However, when a comparison is made to the Ramsey County plan 
that the City used to participate in, the City has saved $1.8 million over the last five years. 
 
Market Value Homestead Credit/Homestead Value Exclusion 
 
The market value homestead credit program was established to buy down property taxes for low 
and moderate value homes.  The homestead value exclusion program replaces that with buying 
down the value of property to allow tax exclusions on different valued homes.  A home valued at 
$76,000 receives the biggest tax exclusion credit.  The exclusion is designed to replace the credit 
given under the old market value homestead credit program.   
 
The city tax rate is going up less compared to other taxing jurisdictions.  In 2011, a median 
valued home in Shoreview was $249,000.  That home value was used to calculate the taxable 
value.  In 2012, because of market value exclusion, taxable value will drop.  If it is assumed that 
property value is dropped by 5.5%, the impact on City property taxes is not great. However, the 
changes in market value of residential properties varies substantially through the City.  
 
Councilmember Huffman noted that a home valued above $413,000 does not receive a buy-down 
in value.  Mr. Schwerm stated that the tax burden is shifting to apartments and commercial 
property, as well as higher valued residential properties. 
 
Mayor Martin asked how higher priced homes impact lower priced homes.  Ms. Haapala stated 
that the City’s tax rate is the City’s levy divided by total taxable value.  Since higher priced 
homes do not receive a market value exclusion, they are generally picking up a higher proportion 
of the tax bill. Mr. Schwerm noted there is a bigger shift of the tax burden to apartment and 
commercial property, which values are not falling as much as residential property. 
 
Utilities 
 
The City has experienced an ongoing issue with a decline in water use partly due to the amount 
of rainfall.  The year 2011 is the lowest usage rate on record.  As a result, the projected water 
revenue base is shrinking with no net gain in the Water Fund.  Water rates need to increase 15% 
to close the gap.  The good news in 2012 is that the sewage treatment rate is decreasing.  The 
City will hold sewer rates the same to mitigate the jump in water rates.  Bond agencies are 
looking for a long-range plan to cover the gap. 
 
Another factor impacting the Water Fund is that between 40% to 50% of water sold is in the 
lowest tier.  Staff will be reviewing the current tier system.  The base gallons established are not 
sufficient to generate the revenue necessary to operate the system. 
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Councilmember Withhart stated that the bulk of gallons of water sold should be in the middle 
tier, not the lower tier.  It makes sense to shift the number of gallons in the lower tier.  He asked 
if the sewer relining project resulting in less infiltration into the sewer lines is the reason for the 
drop in the sewer rate.  Mr. Schwerm stated that the two major sewer projects in the last four 
years is helping prevent infiltration into the line, which drives costs up.  He stated that staff will 
bring back utility tiers for further review. 
 
Benchmarks 
 
The Council reviewed the booklet showing how Shoreview compares to other similar sized cities 
using information from the League of Minnesota Cities (LMC) and the Office of the State 
Auditor (OSA).  The City share of the property tax bill for a median-valued home in Shoreview 
($249,350) shows that Shoreview is 5th lowest at $765.  This is 22% below the average city tax 
bill of $980.  This comparison is before the market value homestead credit allocation because the 
allocation varies among communities. 
 
Shoreview’s tax levy ranking is 20 in 2011.  It has dropped two positions in the last 10 years and 
is 21.1% below the average of comparison cities.  Spending per capita is $1,063, according to the 
Office of State Auditor (OSA), which is 24% below the average of $1,401.  Shoreview places a 
high priority on parks, recreation and trails and ranks No. 1 in spending per capita for their 
services. However, most of this spending is for the Community Center and Recreation Programs 
which are primarily supported by user fees. In other areas of per capita spending, the City ranks 
below average.  These areas include such items as general government, public safety, public 
works, and debt payments. 
 
Among Municipal Legislative Commission cities, Shoreview’s property taxes on a median home 
value ($249,350) rank third lowest at $765 compared to a high of $1,243 in Savage.  However, 
county taxes in Shoreview rank 38% above average and overall taxes rate 5th highest among 
comparison cities in MLC.    
 
OTHER ITEMS 
 
Grass Lake Water Management Organization (GLWMO) 
 
Mr. Maloney stated that a representative of GLWMO will address the Council at the next 
meeting.  The Roseville and Shoreview staff find it difficult to continue to recommend this 
organization as a joint powers agreement because of the requirements by state statute and the 
Board on Water and Soils Resources (BOWSR).  The Council will not have authority over the 
budget, and the functions prescribed by the state will require significantly more funding.  A joint 
powers agreement would have to give full authority to the Board regarding the budget, but the 
City would be responsible for collecting the revenue.  If the Board requested a budget of 
$500,000, Roseville and Shoreview would be obligated to fund GLWMO at that level.  It is the 
opinion of Roseville’s attorney that the City should not enter into a joint powers agreement that 
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abdicates budget authority to another entity.  The reason GLWMO was started in its present 
format was to have more local control and keep costs cheaper for residents. 
 
RETIREMENT 
 
The Council briefly discussed the fact that Park and Recreation Director Jerry Haffeman will be 
retiring at the end of the year after serving the City for 40 years.  A celebration event will be held 
at the Community Center on January 6th. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m. 
 
 



CITY OF SHOREVIEW 
MINUTES 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
November 21, 2011 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the Shoreview City Council was 
called to order by Acting Mayor Quigley on November 21, 2011, at 7:00 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
The meeting opened with the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
The following members were present:  Acting Mayor Quigley; Councilmembers Wickstrom, 
Huffman and Withhart. 
 
Mayor Martin was absent. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Huffman to approve 

the November 21, 2011 agenda as submitted.    
 
ROLL CALL:  Ayes - 4  Nays - 0 
 
PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS 
 
There were none. 
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Bart Reigstad, 5904 Prairie Ridge Drive, stated that he was unable to find the City budget 
in the City Council meeting minutes.  Mr. Schwerm explained that the Council adopted a 
preliminary tax levy, which includes information about the budget at the first meeting in 
September.  The full document is not published in the minutes, but summary discussions are 
included.   
 
Mr. Reigstad further stated that his property value increased 29%.  The increase in his tax is 
49.9%.  It is difficult for a taxpayer to find out how taxes are calculated.  He asked if changes to 
the law will be provided at the tax hearing, noting changes to the taxing jurisdictions and further 
asked how the City budget fits into these tax increases.  Acting Mayor Quigley explained that the 
City can only speak to the City portion of the taxes.  Mr. Reigstad stated that his Shoreview 
taxes are being increased by approximately 20 to 25%.  
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Acting Mayor Quigley suggested Mr. Reigstad make an appointment with Finance Director 
Jeanne Haapala to have his questions answered.  A budget handbook will be available at the tax 
hearing on December 5, 2011. 
 
Councilmember Wickstrom noted that there is summary information on the Ramsey County 
website, but Mr. Reigstad’s main problem is the increase in property value. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Councilmember Wickstrom: 
 
On Friday, November 25, 2011, there will be a Dive-In Movie at the Community Center at 7:00 
p.m. 
 
Thank you to the Turtle Lake Elementary School Choir for singing at the lighting ceremony at 
the Community Center. 
 
The Shoreview Northern Lights Variety Band Holiday Concert will be December 10, 2011, at 
7:00 p.m. at Bethel University Great Hall.  Tickets are available at City Hall or online. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Councilmember Withhart requested that the November 7, 2011 Council meeting minutes be 
voted on separately, as he did not attend that meeting.  Approval of those minutes was continued 
to the next City Council meeting, as a quorum was not present for approval. 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Withhart to adopt 

Item Nos. 2 through 6 of the consent agenda of November 21, 2011, approving 
the necessary motions and resolutions: 

 
2. Receipt of Commission/Committee Minutes: 
 - Park and Recreation, October 27, 2011 
 - Public Safety Committee, November 17, 2011 
3. Monthly Reports: 
 - Administration 
 - Community Development 
 - Finance 
 - Park and Recreation 
 - Public Works 
4. Verified Claims in the Amount of $2,120,808.16 
5. Purchases 
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6. Approval of Developer Cost-Share Agreement for Owasso Street Final Design 
 Services 
 
VOTE:   Ayes - 4  Nays - 0 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
There were none. 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT--CHAPTER 5, TRANSPORTATION AND 
CHAPTER 10, PARKS/OPEN SPACE 
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Nordine 
 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment is to bring the City’s Comprehensive Plan into 
compliance with recent changes to the Metropolitan Council 2030 Transportation and Regional 
Parks Plans.  The changes that impact Shoreview relate to I-694 and I-35W.  Language has been 
updated in regard to transit characteristics and Anoka County Airport improvements. The 
sections that address I-694 have been updated to include expansion, bridges, frontage road and a 
managed lane system.  The section on I-35W has also been updated to include a managed lane 
system.  I-35W has also been identified as a transit way corridor and an express bus corridor.   
  
The Trout Brook Regional Trail extends from Lake McCarron in Roseville to Sucker Lake in 
Vadnais Heights.  However, alignment feasibility studies conducted by Little Canada and 
Maplewood do not include Shoreview in the trail corridor.  Therefore, an amendment is not 
necessary.  Shoreview will be asked to comment on a proposed plan. 
 
Staff recommends adoption of the amendments, which staff believes has no negative impact on 
City systems.  The amendments will be subject to approval by the Metropolitan Council. 
 
Acting Mayor Quigley noted that the Planning Commission approved the proposed amendments 
on a 7 to 0 vote. 
 
MOTION:  by Councilmember Withhart, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to approve 

the amendments to the 2008 Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 5, Transportation, 
Resolution 11-81.  The amendments will not negatively impact Shoreview’s local 
system.  The amendments are consistent with the updated 2030 Transportation 
Policy Plan adopted by the Metropolitan Council.  Approval is subject to: 

 
  1. Review and approval by the Metropolitan Council. 
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Discussion: 
 
Councilmember Wickstrom noted the number of takeoffs and landings at the Anoka County 
Airport increased significantly from 90,000 to 230,000. 
 
ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Huffman, Withhart, Wickstrom, Quigley 
   Nays:  None 
 
ABATEMENT OF PUBLIC NUISANCE - 1648 LOIS DRIVE 
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Nordine 
 
The property owner, Michael Morse, constructed a detached garage without a building permit.  
The structure exceeds City standards for accessory structures.  Mr. Morse was notified.  He 
applied for variances, which were denied.  It was then requested that Mr. Morse bring his 
property into compliance by November 1, 2011.  The structure is still standing.  He has now been 
requested to remove the structure by November 10, 2011.  If it is not removed, an abatement 
hearing will be held.  Mr. Morse sent a letter stating he would be unable to attend this meeting 
and requested an extension of the matter to December 19, 2011.  Based on Mr. Morse’s request, 
staff is recommending that the public hearing be extended to December 19. 
 
Acting Mayor Quigley asked for further explanation of changes made to the structure since 
denial of the variances.  Ms. Nordine showed photographs that indicate alterations to the roof 
and the addition of garage doors.  A tarp is over the top of the structure.  Staff had contacted Mr. 
Morse to request that contact the City prior to any alterations being made to the structure so staff 
could determine whether a building permit would be needed.  That has not been done. 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Huffman, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to 

continue the nuisance abatement hearing to the December 19th City Council 
meeting regarding the abatement of an illegal accessory structure on Michael 
Morse’s property at 1648 Lois Drive.  Mr. Morse is unable to attend the hearing 
scheduled for the November 21st meeting. 

 
VOTE:   Ayes - 4  Nays - 0 
 
APPOINTMENTS TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
 
City Manager Schwerm stated that there were two recent resignations from the Economic 
Development Authority (EDA).  Three applications were received from qualified candidates:  
Emy Johnson, serving on the Shoreview Community Foundation; Gene Marsh, serving on the 
Economic Development Commission; and Gerry Wenner, serving on the Planning Commission. 
 
Originally, the EDA consisted of three Councilmembers and two members of the Economic 
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Development Commission.  The bylaws have been changed to allow membership from the 
community at large and businesses.  After a review of the applications, the EDA has 
recommended that Emy Johnson and Gene Marsh be appointed. 
 
Councilmember Huffman noted that Emy Johnson has experience at the Humphrey Institute and 
brings a business and government perspective.  Gene Marsh has solid banking experience, which 
will be an asset to EDA programs. 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Huffman, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to appoint 

the following persons to fill two vacancies on the Economic Development 
Authority: 

 
  Emy Johnson to complete the term expiring on December 31, 2012 
  Gene Marsh to complete the term expiring on December 31, 2014. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Councilmember Withhart emphasized that three well qualified candidates applied.  He believes 
the two chosen will bring excellent qualifications to the work of the EDA. 
 
VOTE:   Ayes - 4  Nays - 0 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Huffman, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to adjourn 
the meeting at 7:32 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL:  Ayes - 4  Nays - 0 
 
Acting Mayor Quigley declared the meeting adjourned. 
 
THESE MINUTES APPROVED BY COUNCIL ON THE __ DAY OF ____________ 2011. 
 
 
__________________________ 
Terry C. Schwerm 
City Manager 
 



SHOREVIEW CITY COUNCIL  
WORKSHOP MEETING MINUTES 

November 21, 2011 
 

Attendees: 
 
City Council:  Acting Mayor Quigley and Councilmembers Huffman, Wickstrom and 

Withhart 
 
Staff:   Terry Schwerm, City Manager 
   Mark Maloney, Public Works Director 
   Tessia Melvin, Assistant to the City Manager/ Communications 
 
Grass Lake Water Management Organization Taskforce: John Moriarty 
 
Acting Mayor Quigley called the meeting to order at 7:40 p.m. 
 
DISCUSSION REGARDING GRASS LAKE WATER MANAGEMENT 
ORGANIZATION UPDATE  
 
Maloney reported that members of the Grass Lake Water Management Organization were 
running behind and that they were waiting for the Roseville City Council to adjourn from an 
executive session.  
 
Schwerm reported that City staff recently met with Roseville staff to discuss and review and 
potential issues concerning Grass Lake Water Management Organization.  He indicated that staff 
could review the report that had been prepared for this item prior to representatives from the 
GLWMO arriving. 
 
Councilmembers Huffman and Withhart asked the group to postpone talking about Grass Lake 
Water Management Organization until December 12, as Mayor Martin was not present and 
members of the GLWMO were unsure of their arrival time. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:50p.m. 
 



 

SHOREVIEW BIKEWAYS & TRAILS COMMITTEE 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

September 1, 2011 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
 The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 
   
2. ROLL CALL 
 

Members Present:  Craig Mullenbach, Jay Martin, Craig Francisco, Bill Atkins 
 
Members Absent:  Keith Severson, Patricia Evans, Judd Zandstra, Mark Stange, 
 
Guests:   None 
 
City Staff:  Charlie Grill 

                 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

The agenda was approved.  
     

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES   
The minutes of the July 7, 2011 meeting were reviewed and approved by consensus of the 
Committee.   
 

5. COMMITTEE DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

The meeting began with Charlie reviewing the July and August, 2011 Public Works monthly 
report. The Committee reviewed functions and logistics of Tour de Trails and the booth at 
the Slice of Shoreview. The Committee brain stormed notes and ideas for next year which 
included better advertizing in advance as well as a better landing web page for the event. 
New arrow signs will need to be made as the old ones were destroyed in the storm.  
 
The committee would also like to create more synergy with local vendors and discuss more 
in depth moving the ride to Sunday. Some concerns are that because of Sunday morning 
church services and other weekend activates, many people will be unable to attend the ride, 
similar to people unable to ride because of the parade.  
 
Finally, the committee discussed more ways to stand out at the slice. This included a large 
sign for the tent, having tour de trails registration at the booth (if the ride were Sunday), and 
having more game giveaways.  
 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 PM. 







 

SHOREVIEW BIKEWAYS & TRAILS COMMITTEE 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

November 3, 2011 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
 The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 
   
2. ROLL CALL 
 

Members Present:  Keith Severson, Craig Mullenbach, Jay Martin, Craig Francisco, Bill 
Atkins, Judd Zandstra, Mark Stange, 

 
Members Absent:  Patricia Evans 
 
Guests:   None 
 
City Staff:  Charlie Grill 

                 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

The agenda was approved.  
     

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES   
The minutes of the September 1, 2011 meeting were reviewed and approved by consensus of 
the Committee.   
 

5. COMMITTEE DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

The meeting began with Charlie reviewing the October, 2011 Public Works monthly report. 
Charlie introduced the “GoRamsey.Org” trail GIS system and reviewed some of the 
functions and abilities. All committee members received information regarding the site and 
will bring any suggestions or questions to the December meeting.  
 
The Committee then reviewed the plans for Ramsey County trail extension. They did 
comment that there were a few inconsistencies with regards to the map showing current 
trails system. While the committee did agree that most of the proposed trails were in good 
locations, they would have liked to have seen more information regarding the Trout Brook 
Trail. After discussing, all Committee members agreed to support the Ramsey County Trout 
Brook Regional Trail Extensions.  
 
 
 
 
 



B&T Minutes 
 

November 3, 2011 
 Page 2 

 
It was noted that by supporting these extensions, it is in no way replacing the Committee’s 
annual recommendations for trail development. Discussions regarding the Committee’s 
official trail development recommendations will take place at the December meeting.  
 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 7:55 PM. 



 

 

Minutes of Regular Meeting 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMITTEE 

 

November 28, 2011 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7:08pm. 

 

2. ROLL CALL  

 

Members Present: Tim Pratt, Susan Rengstorf, Katrina Corum, Dan Westerman, Scott 

Halstead, Lisa Shaffer-Schreiber, Mike Prouty 

 

Members Absent: Len Ferrington 

 

City Staff Present: Tom Wesolowski – Assistant City Engineer 

   Jessica Schaum – Environmental Officer 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

The agenda was approved with no changes. 

 

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES – October 24, 2011   

 

The minutes were approved with no changes.  

 

5. BUSINESS  
 

A. Introduce Jessica Schaum – City’s Environmental Officer 

 

B. Dovetail Partners – Dr. Jim Bowyer 

 

Jim gave an overview of different green building programs and life cycle assessment 

systems available in the United States to give some advice to the Committee in 

preparation for the meeting with the Planning Commission.  The Committee is interested 

in looking into options for green remodeling and renovation in city code, promoting 

home energy audits to increase energy efficiency, possible incentives, and may add 

recognizing green building best practices to the Green Community Award program. 

 

Jim identified that the two most worthwhile building projects for the Committee to 

consider are looking at energy use and water quality/conservation.  

 

C. Review of 2011 – 2012 Work Plan 

 

Members agreed that the Work Plan Calendar was feasible and there were no changes.  

 

D. Speaker Series Update 



 

 

a. Benefits of Installing a Raingarden, Jan 18
th
 – Dawn Pape, speaker 

b. Bird Feeding the Right Way, Feb 15th – Susan will work to find a speaker. 

c. Twin Cities Ecosystem Project, March 21st – Lawrence Baker, speaker 

d. Metro Transit's Vision around Shoreview and Northern Suburbs, April 18
th
 - Scott will 

work to find a speaker, nobody specific yet.  

 

Katrina will put together a flier/poster to advertise the Series and the committee discussed 

some type of thank-you gift for the speakers – a gift card to a green business in Shoreview 

would be ideal. 

The speaker series is the third Wednesday of each month from January to April and runs 

from 7 to 8pm. 

 

E. Alliance for Sustainability Meeting Update 

Tim and Susan attended and participated in a GreenStep Cities track, there was also a 

Complete Streets track.  The committee is interested in inviting Phillip Muessig from the 

MPCA to present the new, revised qualifications for GreenStep Cities in March after they 

are published.  

On the topic of Complete Streets, Tom W. will check into what green design features are 

possible or planned for next year’s road construction process.  Narrow streets and 

infiltration chambers were mentioned. 

 

F. Public Works Update 

a. Buffalo Lane – The project is completed, 4 of 4 septic systems will be converted to 

city sewer and water by next spring.  The City only has about 8 septic systems left in 

operation.  

b. 2012 Proposed Reconstruction Project – Floral Drive, Demar Avenue, and County F 

west of Hodgson Road are in the early design phase, the area was surveyed and soil 

borings have been completed.  

c. Stonehenge Development – moving ahead, should be grading soon.  

d. Cascades – Senior housing development also moving forward.  

e. Other cities are contacting us about our full depth reclamation streets for the materials 

savings and long-term durability features, exciting to be a leading example for other 

communities. 

 

G. Cancel December Meeting  
The Committee agreed to cancel the December meeting.  In lieu of the meeting, a few 

tasks were assigned:  

 

a. Jessica will put together some information on the IGCC and their green building for 

residential checklist and distribute to members. 

b. Michael will write a ShoreViews article on home energy audits and entice residents to 

participate 

c. Tim will ask Len to write a summary and background of the Green Community Award 

program for Committee members.  At the January 23
rd

 meeting the Committee will 

evaluate options for revising and/or expanding the program.  

 

H. Other 

a. There is an opening on the Committee, as Chris Nelson is leaving.  Please keep in 

mind good candidates and ask them to apply, it will be advertised on the City’s 

website.  



 

 

b. At the January meeting, the Committee will decide the future of the Green Community 

Award program since the Green Community Committee has dissolved.  

 

I. Adjournment 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:50pm. 

 

 























PROPOSED MOTION 
 

 
 
MOVED BY COUNCILMEMBER         
 
 
SECONDED BY COUNCILMEMBER        
 
to approve Resolution No. 11-90 reducing the following escrows: 
 
Erosion Control and Development Cash Deposits for the following properties 
in the amounts listed: 
 
948 County Rd I   Beitler Building Systems  $     500.00 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  WINCO    $  1,000.00 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  PMI Homes    $  2,000.00 
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  WINCO    $     500.00  
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  PMI Homes    $  1,000.00 
3135 Park Overlook Dr  Southview Design   $     500.00 
5995 Hodgson Rd   Roto Rooter    $  1,000.00 
1803 Parkview Dr   McGough Construction  $10,750.00 
3205 Owasso Blvd W  Constructive Builders  $  1,000.00 
3330 Victoria St N   Dean Otteson   $  1,000.00 
668 Highway 96   Timothy Ley   $  1,000.00 
 
 
 

ROLL CALL: AYES NAYS  
 
 HUFFMAN       

 QUIGLEY       

 WICKSTROM      

 WITHHART      

 MARTIN       

 
 
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
DECEMBER 5, 2011 
 
t:\development\erosion_general\erosion120511 



TO:  MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL, CITY MANAGER 
 
FROM: THOMAS L. HAMMITT 
  SENIOR ENGINEERING TECHNICIAN 

   
DATE:  DECEMBER 1, 2011 
 
SUBJECT:  DEVELOPER ESCROW REDUCTIONS 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The following escrow reductions have been prepared and are presented to the City Council 
for approval. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The property owners/builders listed below have completed all or portions of the erosion 
control and turf establishment, landscaping or other construction in the right of way as 
required in the development contracts or building permits. 
 

948 County Rd I   Erosion Control completed 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  Erosion Control completed 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  Erosion Control completed 
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  Erosion Control completed  
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  Erosion Control completed 
3135 Park Overlook Dr  Erosion Control completed 
5995 Hodgson Rd   Trail Repair Completed 
1803 Parkview Dr   Erosion & Landscaping completed 
3205 Owasso Blvd W   Erosion Control completed 
3330 Victoria St N   Erosion Control completed 
668 Highway 96   Erosion Control completed 
 

RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve releasing all or portions of the escrows 
for the following properties in the amounts listed below: 
  

948 County Rd I   Beitler Building Systems $     500.00 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  WINCO   $  1,000.00 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  PMI Homes   $  2,000.00 
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  WINCO   $     500.00 
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  PMI Homes   $  1,000.00 
3135 Park Overlook Dr  Southview Design  $     500.00 
5995 Hodgson Rd   Roto Rooter   $  1,000.00 
1803 Parkview Dr   McGough Construction $10,750.00 
3205 Owasso Blvd W   Constructive Builders  $  1,000.00 
3330 Victoria St N   Dean Otteson   $  1,000.00 
668 Highway 96   Timothy Ley   $  1,000.00 
 

  



*PROPOSED* 
 

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE 
 

CITY COUNCIL OF SHOREVIEW, MINNESOTA 
 

HELD DECEMBER 5, 2011 
 
*          *          *          *          *          *          *          *          *          *         *          *          *          
 
 Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a meeting of the City Council of the City of 
Shoreview, Minnesota was duly called and held at the Shoreview City Hall in said City on 
December 5, 2011 at 7:00 p.m.  The following members were present: 
 
 
 
and the following members were absent:   
 

Member              introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption. 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 11-90 
 

RESOLUTION ORDERING ESCROW REDUCTIONS 
 AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN THE CITY 

 
 WHEREAS, various builders and developers have submitted cash escrows for 
erosion control, grading certificates, landscaping and other improvements, and 
 
 WHEREAS, City staff have reviewed the sites and developments and is 
recommending the escrows be returned.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Shoreview, 
Minnesota, as follows: 

The Shoreview Finance Department is authorized to reduce the cash 
deposit in the amounts listed below: 
 
948 County Rd I   Beitler Building Systems $     500.00 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  WINCO   $  1,000.00 
3288 Owasso Heights Rd  PMI Homes   $  2,000.00 
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  WINCO   $     500.00 
3294 Owasso Heights Rd  PMI Homes   $  1,000.00 
3135 Park Overlook Dr  Southview Design  $     500.00 
5995 Hodgson Rd   Roto Rooter   $  1,000.00 
1803 Parkview Dr   McGough Construction $10,750.00 
3205 Owasso Blvd W   Constructive Builders  $  1,000.00 
3330 Victoria St N   Dean Otteson   $  1,000.00 
668 Highway 96   Timothy Ley   $  1,000.00  

 
 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 11-90 
PAGE TWO 

 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by 

Member           and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:   
 
and the following voted against the same:  
 

WHEREUPON, said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted this 5th day 
of December, 2011. 

 
 
 
 
STATE OF MINNESOTA  ) 
  ) 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY ) 
 ) 
CITY OF SHOREVIEW ) 
 
 
 I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting Manager of the City of 

Shoreview of Ramsey County, Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared 

the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a meeting of said City Council held on the 

5th day of December, 2011 with the original thereof on file in my office and the same is a 

full, true and complete transcript therefrom insofar as the same relates reducing various 

escrows. 

 

 WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager and the corporate seal of the 

City of Shoreview, Minnesota, this 6th day of December, 2011. 

 
 
             
       Terry C. Schwerm 
       City Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
SEAL 
 
 





















































PROPOSED MOTION 

 

 

MOVED BY COUNCILMEMBER ___________________________________ 

SECONDED BY COUNCILMEMBER ________________________________ 

 

 

To approve lease agreement with Push Pedal Pull and One Source Fitness through 
North Texas Credit Company for cardio fitness equipment for the Community 
Center. 
 
 
 
 
          ROLL CALL:  AYES  _____ NAYS  _____ 
 
          HUFFMAN    _____   _____ 
 
          QUIGLEY    _____   _____ 
 
          WICKSTROM  _____   _____ 
 
          WITHHART    _____   _____ 
 
          MARTIN    _____   _____ 
 
 
 
 
 
Regular Council Meeting 
December 5, 2011 
  



TO:    MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
 
FROM:   MICHELLE MAJKOZAK 

GUEST SERVICES MANAGER 
 
DATE:    DECEMBER 5, 2011 
 
SUBJECT:  AUTHORIZATION TO APPROVE FITNESS EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The City Council is being asked to approve a lease agreement for cardio equipment for the 
Fitness Center. The lease agreement is with One Source Fitness and Push Pedal Pull through 
North Texas Credit Company.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Beginning in 2007, the City has leased various pieces of fitness equipment such as treadmills, 
cross training and elliptical machines.  At that time, the City changed its previous practice of 
purchasing the fitness equipment to a lease arrangement. The staff continues to believe that 
leasing the equipment is a better option for the following reasons: 
 

 Fitness equipment is kept up to date since it is replaced every 3 years under a lease 
arrangement. 

 

 The Company is responsible for ongoing maintenance of the equipment and will repair 
or replace the equipment within 48 hours.  This reduces the amount of down time for 
the fitness equipment, which is a benefit to our customers. 

 

 The cost of the lease becomes part of the Community Center operating budget rather 
than an expenditure from the General Fixed Asset Revolving Fund. 

 
The proposed lease agreement is for three Matrix Treadmills, two PreCor AMT Crosstrainers, 
and one PreCor Elliptical. The new fitness equipment is replacing similar equipment in the 
fitness center. The monthly cost of this lease is $1,019 a month for a three year period, and is 
slightly lower than the current monthly lease payments. The total cost over the lease period will 
be $36,684.  
 
   



RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the foregoing information, it is recommended that the City Council authorize the staff 
to enter into a 3‐year lease agreements with Push Pedal Pull and  One Source Fitness through 
North Texas Credit Company for cardio fitness equipment for the Community Center. 































































2012-2013 
Budget Summary 

Budget Hearing  
7:00 p.m. December 5, 2011 
City Hall Council Chambers 

 

 

 

4600 Victoria Street N 
Shoreview, MN 55126 
(651) 490-4600 
www.shoreviewmn.gov 



November 2011 
 
 
Dear Citizens: 
 
In preparing our 2012-2013 Operating Budget and Capital 
Improvement Program, and the Five-Year Operating Plan the City 
Council is committed to maintaining the services, programs and 
facilities that make Shoreview one of the premier suburban 
communities in the Twin Cities Metropolitan area. Accomplishing this 
goal is even more difficult in these economic times. Despite the 
obvious challenges in the last year, Shoreview has managed to: 
 

Significantly improve and expand content in the Budget document 
to include a discussion of activity measures, community survey 
results and budget impacts for each activity, as well as an 
expanded discussion of each fund 
Maintain the City’s AAA bond rating, the highest rating awarded 
Preserve quality services and programs for our residents 
Continue  the development and evaluation of 5-year operating 
goals and strategies  

 
As we look to the future, the City must ensure that our limited 
financial resources continue to be used to provide services such as 
police and fire protection; maintenance and snowplowing of streets; 
water and sewer services; and recreational programs and facilities 
(including parks and trails) in an effective manner. 
 
We hope you find the information included in this 2012-2013 Budget 
Summary helpful in explaining how the City puts your tax dollars to 
work in our community. If you have questions about the City’s budget, 
please contact us at 651-490-4600. 
 
Sandy Martin 
Mayor 
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Budget Objectives 
 
The Operating Budget and Capital Improvement Program are 
developed considering the difficult economic climate, resident 
feedback during the year, periodic community surveys, and City 
Council goals. Primary budget objectives for 2012-2013 include:  

Balance the General Fund budget 
Maintain existing services and programs through efficient use of 
tax dollars 
Recover utility costs through user fees, including restructuring of 
water rates to generate sufficient revenue to cover operating costs 
Fund infrastructure replacement 
Continue five-year financial planning for operating funds 
Meet debt obligations 
Maintain AAA bond rating 
Prepare a two-year budget, and expand budget content 
Protect and enhance parks, lakes and open space areas 
Position the City to effectively address future challenges and 
opportunities (revitalize neighborhoods, encourage reinvestment, 
assist redevelopment opportunities, and utilize technology to 
improve services and communications) 
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Executive Summary 
 
The following listing provides a summary of key information discussed 
in this document: 

No major service level changes for 2012 despite the elimination of 
the Parks and Recreation Director position 
Proposed 2012 tax levy decreases .5% and has been reduced 
$202,000 since department budget requests 
Total taxable property value drops 8% due to a combination of 
value reductions and the new Homestead Market Value Exclusion 
(HMVE) program 
City tax rate increases 8.4% due to the combined impact of the 
levy decrease and declining taxable value 
City receives approximately 21% of total property taxes in 2012; 
other taxing jurisdictions collect the remaining 79%  
City share of the tax bill ranks 5th lowest among comparison cities 
in 2011 (22% below the average)  
About 28 cents of each property tax dollar goes to support public 
safety, followed by replacement costs at 22 cents, parks and 
recreation at 20 cents, general government at 10 cents, public 
works and debt service at 8 cents each, community development 
at 3 cents, and all other costs at 1 cent 
General Fund spending increases 2.3% (including transfers) 
About 74% of home values decline for 2012 taxes, and 24% of 
home values remain the same   
The change in individual property tax bills varies depending on the 
change in property value 

 

 

Budget Process 
 
The budget process starts in May with the distribution of budget 
materials to departments, followed by a series of staff budget 
discussions. Council budget workshops are held from early August 
through November, followed by a budget hearing the first regular 
Council meeting in December and budget adoption at the second 
regular Council meeting in December. The budget is published, posted 
to the City’s website, and distributed to the County Library in January. 
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 Proposed Tax Levy 
 
The table below provides a two-year comparison of Shoreview’s tax 
levy, taxable values, tax rate and the metro-wide fiscal disparities 
contribution. Key changes for 2012 include: 

Total tax levy decreases .5% ($45,648 reduction) 
Taxable value decreases 8.1% (to $25.4 million for 2012) due to a 
combination of declining residential values and the new HMVE 
program 
Tax rate increases 8.4% due to the combined impact of the levy 
reduction and decreasing values 
Fiscal disparities contribution from the metro-area pool decreases 
3.3% 

 

 
Shoreview is able to levy less than 2011 while continuing to fund 
essential City services through a combination of revenue and expense 
changes described on the following page. 
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2011 2012

Adopted Proposed

Levy Levy Dollars Percent

General Fund 6,695,734$ 6,467,060$ (228,674)$ -3.4%

EDA and HRA Funds 85,000          125,000       40,000        47.1%

Debt (all funds combined) 625,000       658,026       33,026        5.3%

Replacement Funds 1,900,000    2,000,000    100,000     5.3%

Capital Improvement Funds 100,000       110,000       10,000        10.0%

Total Tax Levy 9,405,734$ 9,360,086$ (45,648)$    -0.5%

Taxable Value (millions) 27.644$       25.413$       (2.232)$      -8.1%

Tax Rate 30.671          33.259          2.588          8.4%

Fiscal Disparities Contribution 866,880$     838,214$     (28,666)$    -3.3%

Change



The listing below provides a summary of  items causing either an 
increase or a decrease in Shoreview’s proposed 2012 tax levy, followed 
by a brief discussion of each item: 
 
 Market value homestead credit $ - 350,000 
 Public safety contracts (police and fire) 146,972 
 Capital replacements 100,000 
 EDA and HRA 40,000 
 Debt payments 33,026 
 Capital improvements 10,000 
 Personnel costs 3,806 
 All other changes combined (net)     - 29,452 
     Total Levy Changes  $  - 45,648 
 

Market Value Homestead Credit program ends, eliminating the 
need to levy for state cuts to the program 
Public safety provides for police (patrol, investigations, dispatch 
and animal control) and fire (continued duty-crew implementation 
and overall fire protection costs) 
Capital replacement levies support replacement of streets and 
other assets as needed 
EDA and HRA levies support economic development and housing 
related programs and activities 
Debt payment levies have been structured to minimize the impact 
on current and future tax levies by setting aside $378,064 of 
General Fund surplus from the year 2010 
Capital improvement levies provide funding for park 
enhancements 
Personnel costs include reclassification of an administrative 
position to part-time, elimination of a Department Director 
position due to retirement (and restructuring of duties), the 
addition of a Communications Coordinator, a 1% wage adjustment 
for full-time staff, an increase in the health insurance contribution, 
and mandatory contributions to social security and PERA. 
All other changes include increased revenues (mechanical permits, 
administrative charges and fines), 2012 general election, 
discontinuance of Access Shoreview articles, reduced transfers  out 
and other miscellaneous changes.  
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All Operating Funds Combined 
 
Shoreview prepares a Five-Year Operating Plan (FYOP) covering all 
operating and debt service funds, and will begin preparing a Biennial 
Operating Budget and Capital Improvement Program starting with the 
2012-2013 biennial budget. The table on the next page summarizes 
the total proposed budgets for 2012 and 2013 in comparison to prior 
years. The following funds are included in the table: 
 

General Fund 
Special Revenue Funds 
- Recycling 
- Community Center 
- Recreation Programs 
- Cable Television 
- Economic Development Authority 
- Housing and Redevelopment Authority 
- Slice of Shoreview 
Debt Funds 
Enterprise Funds 
- Water 
- Sewer 
- Surface Water Management 
- Street Lighting 
Internal Service Funds 
- Central Garage 
- Short-term Disability 
- Liability Claims 

 
The above list, and the table on the next page include funds that 
receive tax dollars as well as funds that receive no tax support. For 
instance, the Recycling, Community Center, Recreation Programs, 
Cable Television, and Enterprise Funds cover the majority of operating 
costs through user charges and outside revenue. 
 
Capital Project Funds (for the construction and replacement of major 
assets) are not included in the table on the next page. 



Total operating and debt service costs (excluding transfers between 
funds) are expected to increase 5% for 2012. Half of the increase 
(2.5%) is due to the restructuring of debt payments through an 
advance refunding, which saved the City more than $167,000 in future 
interest costs. 

The anticipated increase in fund equity for 2012 and 2013 occur 
primarily in special revenue, utility and internal service funds. These 
changes in fund balance are consistent with the fund balance goals 
established in the Five-year Operating Plan (FYOP). 
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2010 2012 2013

Actual Budget Estimate Proposed Proposed

Revenue

Property Taxes 6,777,040$    7,055,734$    7,055,734$    7,250,086$    7,537,037$    

Special Assessments 201,614         144,311         132,222         115,865         107,971         

Licenses and Permits 501,198         281,150         307,010         292,750         279,750         

Intergovernmental 342,426         235,602         280,122         400,247         367,832         

Charges for Services 5,305,833      5,271,261      5,361,635      5,473,175      5,625,135      

Fines and Forfeits 32,813            42,500            61,480            62,000            62,500            

Util ity Charges 6,487,924      7,177,300      6,964,709      7,540,762      7,864,601      

Central Garage Chgs 1,043,775      1,109,816      1,109,080      1,137,680      1,153,020      

Interest Earnings 160,710         232,550         193,500         208,550         220,350         

Other Revenues 146,587         72,942            86,280            81,860            82,300            

Total Revenue 20,999,920$ 21,623,166$ 21,551,772$ 22,562,975$ 23,300,496$ 

Expense

General Government 2,077,391$    2,139,609$    2,108,527$    2,307,905$    2,317,773$    

Public Safety 2,448,406      2,573,947      2,579,250      2,721,227      2,884,628      

Public Works 1,714,051      1,819,210      1,779,738      1,889,483      1,965,317      

Parks and Recr. 5,076,848      5,251,084      5,229,808      5,294,174      5,452,163      

Community Devel. 621,455         625,265         627,813         637,832         659,859         

Enterprise Oper. 5,110,193      5,328,684      5,373,536      5,409,730      5,559,989      

Central Garage 502,790         562,782         546,685         576,564         590,407         

Miscellaneous 79,834            38,000            48,000            48,000            40,000            

Debt Service 2,172,791      1,795,013      2,125,505      2,333,436      2,277,782      

Depreciation 1,397,175      1,810,200      1,804,000      1,861,000      1,914,000      

Total Expense 21,200,934$ 21,943,794$ 22,222,862$ 23,079,351$ 23,661,918$ 

Other Sources (Uses)

Sale of Asset-Gain 29,473            30,000            47,000            20,000            41,000            

Debt Proceeds -                  -                  4,620,000      -                  20,000            

Debt Refunding -                  -                  (4,705,990)     -                  -                  

Contrib Assets 107,585         -                  -                  -                  -                  

Transfers In 1,992,463      1,929,061      1,942,301      2,056,090      2,359,186      

Transfers Out (1,211,030)     (1,301,161)     (1,259,529)     (1,149,840)     (1,338,400)     

Net Change 717,477$       337,272$       (27,308)$        409,874$       720,364$       

2011



Utility charges (water, sanitary sewer, surface water and street 
lighting) provide the largest share of operating fund revenue (34%) 
followed by property taxes (32%), charges for service (24%), central 
garage charges (5%), intergovernmental revenue (2%), licenses and 
permits (1%) and all other revenue (2%). 

Property Taxes 
32%

Licenses & 
Permits 1%

Intergovt 2%

Charges for 
Services 24%

Utility Charges 
34%

Central Garage 
Chgs 5%

All Other 
Revenue 2%

General 
Government 

10%

Public Safety 
12%

Parks and 
Recreation 

23%Commun 
Development 

3%

Public Works 
8%

Enterprise 
Oper 23%

Central Garage 
3%

Misc. 0% Debt 
Service 10%

Depreciation 
8%

Public works accounts for 31% of operating expense, including 23% for 
enterprise operations (utility) and 8% for public works (engineering, 
streets, trails and forestry). Parks accounts for 23%, followed by public 
safety at 12%, general government and debt at 10% each, depreciation 
at 8%, and community development and central garage at 3% each. 
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General Fund 
 
The General Fund is the City’s primary operating fund. As such, it 
accounts for costs associated with basic government activities not 
already accounted for elsewhere, including: police and fire, street 
maintenance and snow plowing, community development, park and 
trail maintenance, city hall operations, and general government 
services. 
 
Contractual costs account for 52% of General Fund expense, followed 
by personal services at 44%, and supplies at 4%. 
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Actual Budget

2010 2011 2012 2013

Revenue

Property Taxes 6,170,162$ 6,345,734$ 6,467,060$ 6,717,037$ 

Licenses and Permits 501,198       281,150       292,750       279,750       

Intergovernmental 187,717       175,602       183,002       184,302       

Charges for Services 1,226,101    1,132,240    1,164,450    1,205,680    

Fines and Forfeits 32,813          42,500          62,000          62,500          

Interest Earnings 38,330          50,000          45,000          45,000          

Other Revenues 33,400          26,442          35,160          25,600          

Total Revenue 8,189,721$ 8,053,668$ 8,249,422$ 8,519,869$ 

Expense

 General Government 1,696,835$ 1,939,849$ 2,085,610$ 2,107,075$ 

 Public Safety 2,448,406    2,573,947    2,721,227    2,884,628    

 Public Works 1,284,791    1,376,037    1,400,009    1,461,077    

 Parks and Recreation 1,665,045    1,681,472    1,588,453    1,625,645    

 Community Devel. 554,739       526,804       534,323       547,944       

Total Expense 7,649,816$ 8,098,109$ 8,329,622$ 8,626,369$ 

Transfers In 312,000       476,451       481,000       519,000       

Transfers Out (793,418)      (432,010)      (400,800)      (412,500)      

Net Change 58,487$       -$                   -$                   -$                   

Proposed Budget



General 
Govt

25%

Public 
Safety  

33%

Public 
Works  

17% Parks & 
Recr

19%

Comm 
Devel

6%

Expense

Property taxes account for 78% of General Fund revenue, followed by 
14% from charges for services, 4% from licenses and permits, and 4% 
from all other sources. 

Property 
Taxes 

78%

Licenses 
and Permits 

4%

Intergovt 
Revenue

2%

Charges for 
Services 

14%

Fines and 
Forfeits 

1%

Interest 
Earnings 

1%

Other 
Revenues 

0%

Revenue

Public safety accounts for the largest share of the General Fund budget 
at 33% of the total, followed by 25% for general government, 19% for 
parks and recreation, 17% for public works and 6% for community 
development. 
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Special Revenue Funds 
 
The City operates six special revenue funds, as follows: 

Recycling accounts for the bi-weekly curbside program. 
Community Center accounts for operation/maintenance of the 
facility. Admissions/memberships provide about 65% of revenue, 
while rentals, concessions and other fees provide 23%. Inter-fund 
transfers include $225,000 from the General fund (to keep 
membership rates affordable and offset free or reduced room 
rental rates for community groups), and $75,000 from the 
Recreation Programs fund for building use. 
Recreation Programs accounts for fee-based recreational and 
social programs, and receives $65,000 from the General fund for 
playground and general program costs. 
Cable Television accounts for franchise administration (through 
North Suburban Communications Commission) and City 
communication activities. The primary revenue is cable franchise 
fees. 
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Community Recreation Cable

Recycling Center Programs Television

Revenue

Property Taxes -$                 -$                     -$                    -$                   

Intergovernmental 69,000        -                        -                      -                     

Charges for Services 451,300     2,269,985      1,277,740     280,000       

Interest Earnings -                   8,000               4,600             1,800            

Other Revenues -                   -                        -                      1,200            

Total Revenue 520,300     2,277,985      1,282,340     283,000       

Expense

General Government -                   -                        -                      165,095       

Public Works 489,474     -                        -                      -                     

Parks and Recreation -                   2,458,919      1,246,802     -                     

Community Development -                   -                        -                      -                     

Total Expense 489,474     2,458,919      1,246,802     165,095       

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers In -                   300,000          65,000           -                     

Transfers Out -                   -                        (75,000)         (121,950)      

Net Change 30,826$     119,066$        25,538$        (4,045)$        



 

 
EDA accounts for Economic Development Authority activities, 
including:  business retention  and expansion, targeted 
redevelopment, employment opportunities, and efforts to 
strengthen and diversify the City’s tax base. 
HRA accounts for Housing Redevelopment Authority efforts to 
preserve housing stock, and maintain quality neighborhoods 
through programs and policies designed to promote reinvestment 
and improvements to homes. 
Slice of Shoreview accounts for donations, sponsorships, revenues 
and expenses associated with the Slice of Shoreview event. The 
General fund provides $10,000 in support to help defray costs of 
the event. 
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Slice of

EDA HRA Shoreview Total

Revenue

Property Taxes 55,000$ 70,000$ -$                   125,000$   

Intergovernmental -               -               -                      69,000       

Charges for Services -               -               22,000          4,301,025 

Interest Earnings -               -               -                      14,400       

Other Revenues -               -               25,000          26,200       

Total Revenue 55,000    70,000    47,000          4,535,625 

Expense

General Government -               -               57,200          222,295     

Public Works -               -               -                      489,474     

Parks and Recreation -               -               -                      3,705,721 

Community Development 49,783    53,726    -                      103,509     

Total Expense 49,783    53,726    57,200          4,520,999 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers In -               -               10,000          375,000     

Transfers Out -               -               -                      (196,950)   

Net Change 5,217$    16,274$ (200)$            192,676$   



Debt Service Funds 
 
The table below provides a summary of revenue and expense for Debt 
Service Funds. Revenue derived from the debt levy and special 
assessments provides about 24% of the funding needed for annual 
principal and interest payments in 2012. These revenues are legally 
restricted to the payment of the debt, and therefore are held within 
the corresponding debt fund until the debt issue is paid in full. The 
remainder of funding for debt payments is provided by internal 
sources (in the form of transfers from other funds), interest earnings, 
tax increment collections, etc. 

The planned decrease in fund balance is due to the use of fund 
balances that have been accumulated and held for the payment of 
debt, including the use of $378,064 in General Fund surplus that was 
set aside at the end of 2010 to reduce the impact of future debt 
payments on the tax levy. 
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G.O. Bonds G.O. Total

& Capital TIF Impr. Debt

Lease Bonds Bonds Funds

Revenue

Property Taxes 375,000$  -$               67,026$     442,026$     

Special Assessments -                  -                 115,865     115,865       

Interest Earnings 11,500      -                 6,350          17,850          

Total Revenue 386,500    -                 189,241     575,741       

Expense

Debt Service 835,261    575,747    332,539     1,743,547    

Total Expense 835,261    575,747    332,539     1,743,547    

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers In 445,000    573,000    1,490          1,019,490    

Transfers Out -                  -                 (1,490)        (1,490)          

Net Change (3,761)$     (2,747)$    (143,298)$ (149,806)$   



Internal Service Funds 
 
The City operates three internal service funds, as follows: 

Central Garage accounts for operation and maintenance of 
vehicles, heavy machinery, miscellaneous equipment and the 
maintenance facility. The primary source of revenue is inter-fund 
equipment and building charges designed to recover operating 
expense. Property taxes, intergovernmental revenue (federal 
interest credits) and transfers in cover debt payments. 
Short-term Disability is a self-insurance fund that accounts for 
premiums charged for short-term disability coverage and expense 
associated with disability claims. 
Liability Claims accounts for dividends received annually from the 
League of Minnesota Cities Insurance Trust for the City’s liability 
insurance coverage as well as losses not covered by the City’s 
insurance (due to deductibles). 
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Central Short-term Liability

Garage Disability Claims Total

Revenue

Property Taxes 216,000$   -$                          -$              216,000$   

Intergovernmental 120,715     -                            -                120,715     

Charges for Services -                   7,500                   -                7,500          

Central Garage Charges 1,137,680 -                            -                1,137,680 

Interest Earnings 22,000       600                       2,200       24,800       

Other Revenues -                   -                            20,000     20,000       

Total Revenue 1,496,395 8,100                   22,200     1,526,695 

Expense

Central Garage 576,564     -                            -                576,564     

Miscellaneous 8,000          8,000                   32,000     48,000       

Debt Service 247,157     -                            -                247,157     

Depreciation 673,000     -                            -                673,000     

Total Expense 1,504,721 8,000                   32,000     1,544,721 

Other Sources (Uses)

Sale of Asset-Gain 20,000       -                            -                20,000       

Transfers In 180,600     -                            -                180,600     

Net Change 192,274$   100$                     (9,800)$   182,574$   



Enterprise (Utility) Funds 
 
The City operates four utility funds. These funds account for services 
that are supported primarily through quarterly utility fees designed to 
cover operating costs, debt service, depreciation expense and 
replacement costs. The table below shows the proposed 2012 budget 
for each of these funds. 

Residential water consumption has declined in recent years, due in part 
to changing demographics (age and number of residents per home), 
changing usage patterns (lower household use), and changing weather 
patterns (fewer gallons used for summer watering except during 
periods of drought). The decline in consumption has caused a drop in 
water revenues despite an increase in water rates. For instance, 2010 
water revenue was 11% less than 2009, even though the City raised 
water rates 10%. Water revenue in 2011 is projected to be only 5% 
higher than 2010 despite a 6% rate increase. As water use continues to 
decline, it becomes more challenging to adjust water rates enough to 
offset operating costs. 
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Surface Street

Water Sewer Water Lighting Total

Revenue

Intergovernmental 13,200$     10,515$     3,815$       -$               27,530$     

Charges for Services -                   200             -                   -                 200             

Utility Charges 2,468,800 3,506,500 1,109,462 456,000    7,540,762 

Interest Earnings 55,000       25,000       24,000       2,500        106,500     

Other Revenues -                   -                   -                   500            500             

Total Revenue 2,537,000 3,542,215 1,137,277 459,000    7,675,492 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 1,455,461 2,942,296 760,233     251,740    5,409,730 

Debt Service 184,287     72,843       85,602       -                 342,732     

Depreciation 630,000     300,000     218,000     40,000      1,188,000 

Total Expense 2,269,748 3,315,139 1,063,835 291,740    6,940,462 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (240,000)   (188,000)   (107,000)   (15,600)    (550,600)   

Net Change 27,252$     39,076$     (33,558)$   151,660$ 184,430$   



Periods of lower consumption mean the City maintains and operates 
the water system with less opportunity to recover costs due to fewer 
gallons being sold to customers. Over the last 4 years the City has 
experienced overall losses in 3 of the utility funds (Water, Sewer, and 
Surface Water Funds), which puts pressure on utility rates. 
 
The budget information, presented at left, for the City’s utility funds 
shows that 3 of the utility funds will experience a net gain in 2012, and 
a slight loss is anticipated for the Surface Water Fund. Significant items 
impacting utility operations include:  depreciation of existing assets 
($1.2 million), sewer televising, sewage treatment costs ($1.7 million), 
street light repairs, and energy costs. 
 
More information about the City’s utility funds is available in a 
separate document devoted entirely to utility operations. 

The graph below demonstrates the downward trend for total water 
consumption by showing the total gallons of water sold each year 
since 1995, and the estimated gallons used to compute revenue 
projections in future years (2012 through 2016). The continuing 
downward trend has forced the City to revise the base gallon 
estimates used to project utility revenue in each of the last 3 years. In 
general, weather (either from sustained periods of drought or heavy 
rain) is the primary cause of fluctuations in gallons sold from year to 
year.  
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City Property Tax by Program 
 
Shoreview’s median home will pay about $4 more in City property 
taxes in 2012 (assuming a 5.5% decrease in value before the new 
Homestead Market Value Exclusion is applied). Because property taxes 
support a variety of City programs and services, the table below is 
presented to show tax support by program (on an annual basis). 
 

Public safety accounts for the largest share of the cost at $206 per 
year on a median valued home 
A shift of cost from park administration to general government 
occurs due to the combined impact of a position elimination in the 
parks area (through a retirement) and the addition of a 
Communications Coordinator position (at a much lower total cost). 

2011 2012

City Tax City Tax

249,350$ 219,673$ 

Program Home Home $ %

General Government 66.50$      73.72$      7.22$    

Public Safety 201.98      206.69      4.71      

Public Works 58.22        58.01        (0.21)    

Parks and Recreation:

Park Admin and Maint 132.78      122.01      (10.77)  

Community Center Operation 18.32        17.68        (0.64)    

Recreation Programs 5.23          5.11          (0.12)    

Community Development 23.62        21.84        (1.78)    

Debt Service 58.58        59.62        1.04      

Capital Improvement Fund 8.07          8.62          0.55      

Replacement Funds 153.50      157.30      3.80      

Total City Taxes 726.80$   730.60$   3.80$    0.5%

Change
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The pie chart below illustrates how the City will spend each tax dollar it 
receives in 2012: 
 

28 cents for public safety 
22 cents for replacement funds 
20 cents for parks and recreation (including maintenance) 
10 cents for general government 
8 cents for public works 
8 cents for debt service 
3 cents for community development 
1 cent for capital improvements 
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What does this mean to my taxes? 
 
Minnesota’s property tax system uses market value to distribute tax 
burden (adopted levies) among property served.  
 
Market Value Changes—Per the Ramsey County Assessor, 23% of 
Shoreview homes will remain at the same value for 2012 taxes, 140 
homes will increase in value, and the remaining homes will decrease in 
value. 
 
Despite these value 
reductions, property 
taxes will increase for 
most property owners 
because the combination 
of declining taxable 
values, the end of the 
Market Value Homestead 
Credit program, and levy 
changes result in higher 
tax rates. 
 
Market Value Homestead Credit (MVHC) — The state MVHC program, 
in place since 2003, ends in 2011. This program provided a tax credit to 
property owners for homes valued at $413,000 or less. 
 
Homestead  Market Value Exclusion (HMVE) — The new HMVE 
program is designed to provide credits similar to the MVHC program, 
but does so by excluding a portion of market value for homes valued 
less than $413,000. The overall effect of the new program is that it: 

Shifts tax burden from lower valued residential property to 
commercial/industrial, apartment and higher valued residential 
property 
Reduces overall taxable values by excluding a portion of home 
value from tax purposes 
Increases tax rates due to the reduction in values (tax rates are 
computed by dividing tax levies by the total taxable value for the 
taxing entity) 

Number Percent

Value Change of Homes of Total

Increase more than 5% 139          1.5%

Increase up to 5% 1              0.0%

No change 2,169       23.1%

Decrease .1% to 5% 3,101       33.0%

Decrease 5.1% to 10% 2,263       24.1%

Decrease 10.1% to 15% 1,159       12.3%

Decrease more than 15% 563          6.0%

    Total Parcels 9,395       100.0%

Shoreview Residential Property
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Change in City Tax on Median Home Value—The table below illustrates 
how changes in value and the new HMVE program impact Shoreview’s 
share of the tax bill for a median value home (for the City share of the 
tax bill only). Each line assumes a different change in market value.    
 

A home with a 7% drop in value before HMVE will pay $9.55 less in 
City taxes for 2012 
A home with a 5.5% drop in value before HMVE will pay $3.81 
more in City taxes for 2012 
A home with a 3.7% drop in value before HMVE will pay $18.81 
more in City taxes for 2012 
A home with a 3% drop in value before HMVE will pay $25.08 more 
in City taxes for 2012 
A home with no change in value before HMVE will pay $48.82 
more in City taxes for 2012 
A home with a 2% increase in value before HMVE will pay $64 
more in City taxes for 2012 

Before After Before After

2011 HMVE HMVE HMVE HMVE 2011 2012 Dollars Percent

253,440$   235,700$ 219,673$ -7.0% -13.3% 740.15$     730.60$     (9.55)$    -1.3%

249,350$   235,700$ 219,673$ -5.5% -11.9% 726.79$     730.60$     3.81$      0.5%

244,800$   235,700$ 219,673$ -3.7% -10.3% 711.79$     730.60$     18.81$    2.6%

242,900$   235,700$ 219,673$ -3.0% -9.6% 705.52$     730.60$     25.08$    3.6%

235,700$   235,700$ 219,673$ 0.0% -6.8% 681.78$     730.60$     48.82$    7.2%

231,100$   235,700$ 219,673$ 2.0% -4.9% 666.60$     730.60$     64.00$    9.6%

2012 Value Change of Property Tax Property Tax

Market Value City Portion Change in City
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Change in City Tax for Various Home Values—The table below shows 
the estimated change in Shoreview’s share of the property tax bill for a 
variety of home values (City tax only). To illustrate the impact of the 
HMVE program, each line of the table assumes a 5.5% decrease in 
value for 2012 before HMVE.   
 

A home valued at $150,000 before HMVE will pay $7.99 less for 
City taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $200,000 before HMVE will pay $1.24 less for 
City taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $235,700 before HMVE will pay $3.81 more for 
City taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $300,000 before HMVE will pay $12.27 more for 
City taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $500,000 before HMVE will pay $17.82 more for 
City taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $700,000 before HMVE will pay $37.88 more for 
City taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $900,000 before HMVE will pay $57.95 more for 
City taxes in 2012. 

 

Before After

2011 HMVE HMVE 2011 2012 Dollars Percent

158,730$   150,000$ 126,260$ 427.91$     419.92$     (7.99)$    -1.9%

211,640$   200,000$ 180,760$ 602.42$     601.18$     (1.24)$    -0.2%

249,350$   235,700$ 219,673$ 726.79$     730.60$     3.81$      0.5%

317,460$   300,000$ 289,760$ 951.43$     963.70$     12.27$    1.3%

529,101$   500,000$ 500,000$ 1,645.12$ 1,662.94$ 17.82$    1.1%

740,741$   700,000$ 700,000$ 2,456.52$ 2,494.40$ 37.88$    1.5%

952,381$   900,000$ 900,000$ 3,267.92$ 3,325.87$ 57.95$    1.8%

2012 of Property Tax Property Tax

Market Value City Portion Change in City

Estimates for total property taxes (for all taxing jurisdictions 
combined) are presented on the facing page. 
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Change in Total Tax for Various Home Values—The next table shows 
the estimated change in total taxes for a variety of home values. Again, 
to illustrate the impact of the HMVE program, each line assumes a 
5.5% decrease in value before HMVE.  
 

A home valued at $150,000 before HMVE will pay $28 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $200,000 before HMVE will pay $79 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $235,700 (the median home value) before HMVE 
will pay $117 more in total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $300,000 before HMVE will pay $181 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $500,000 before HMVE will pay $298 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $700,000 before HMVE will pay $488 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $900,000 before HMVE will pay $678 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 

The property tax estimates shown in the table above include all taxing 
jurisdictions: Shoreview, Ramsey County, school districts, watershed 
districts, Metropolitan Council, Regional Rail and other metro-wide 
taxing jurisdictions. 

Before After

2011 HMVE HMVE 2011 2012 Dollars Percent

158,730$ 150,000$ 126,260$ 1,977$    2,005$    28$       1.4%

211,640$ 200,000$ 180,760$ 2,760$    2,839$    79$       2.9%

249,350$ 235,700$ 219,673$ 3,319$    3,435$    116$     3.5%

317,460$ 300,000$ 289,760$ 4,326$    4,507$    181$     4.2%

529,101$ 500,000$ 500,000$ 7,442$    7,740$    298$     4.0%

740,741$ 700,000$ 700,000$ 11,016$ 11,504$ 488$     4.4%

952,381$ 900,000$ 900,000$ 14,590$ 15,268$ 678$     4.6%

Total Change in Total

2012 Property Tax Property Tax

Market Value
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The table below shows the estimated change in total taxes for a 
variety of home values assuming no change in value before HMVE.  
 

A home valued at $150,000 before HMVE will pay $157 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $200,000 before HMVE will pay $251 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $235,700 (the median home value) before HMVE 
will pay $319 more in total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $300,000 before HMVE will pay $439 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $500,000 before HMVE will pay $789 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $700,000 before HMVE will pay $1,176 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 
A home valued at $900,000 before HMVE will pay $1,562 more in 
total taxes in 2012. 

Just as on the previous page, the property tax estimates shown in the 
table above are for total taxes in all taxing jurisdictions, including: 
Shoreview, Ramsey County, school districts, watershed districts, 
Metropolitan Council, Regional Rail and other metro-wide taxing 
jurisdictions. 

Before After

2011 HMVE HMVE 2011 2012 Dollars Percent

150,000$ 150,000$ 126,260$ 1,848$    2,005$    157$     8.5%

200,000$ 200,000$ 180,760$ 2,588$    2,839$    251$     9.7%

235,700$ 235,700$ 219,673$ 3,116$    3,435$    319$     10.2%

300,000$ 300,000$ 289,760$ 4,068$    4,507$    439$     10.8%

500,000$ 500,000$ 500,000$ 6,951$    7,740$    789$     11.4%

700,000$ 700,000$ 700,000$ 10,328$ 11,504$ 1,176$ 11.4%

900,000$ 900,000$ 900,000$ 13,706$ 15,268$ 1,562$ 11.4%

Market Value Total Change in Total

2012 Property Tax Property Tax



Distribution of Property Tax Bill 
 
About 21% of the total property tax bill goes to Shoreview. For 2012, 
the total tax bill on a $235,700 Shoreview home located in the Mounds 
View School District is about $3,435, and Shoreview’s share is $731.   
 
The pie chart below shows the total tax bill by jurisdiction (using 
preliminary tax rates). The Mounds View school district share is shown 
in two segments ($639 for the regular levy and $500 for referendum 
levies) for a total of $1,139 because referendum levies are distributed 
using market values rather than taxable values.  

For comparison purposes, the Roseville school district tax on a median 
home is $832 ($460 for the regular levy and $372 for referendum 
levies), as compared to $1,139 in the Mounds View district. 
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Property Tax Comparison - City Taxes 
 
The graph below compares the 2011 City portion of the property tax 
bill for Shoreview and 28 other metro-area cities. All estimates are for 
a $249,350 home value (Shoreview’s median value in 2011). Shoreview 
ranks 5th lowest, and is about 22% lower than the average of $980. 
Note: These estimates do not include the allocation of market value 
homestead credits for 2011 because allocation of the credit varies 
from city to city. The 2011 credit on a median Shoreview home is $38 
(for a net 2011 City tax of $727). 
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Property Tax Comparison - Total Taxes 
 
The graph below compares the 2011 total property tax bill for 
Shoreview and 28 other metro-area cities. All estimates are for a 
$249,350 home value (Shoreview’s median value in 2011). As shown, 
once the property taxes for all jurisdictions are combined, the total tax 
bill ranks close to the middle, and is about 3.5% above the average of 
$3,207.  
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City Directory 
 

City Council 
Sandy Martin, Mayor 

sandymartin444@gmail.com .……………………..(651) 490-4618 

 

Blake Huffman 

blakehuffman@comcast.net ……………..………..(651) 484-6703 

 

Terry Quigley 

tquigley@q.com …….….…………………………..(651) 484-5418 

 

Ady Wickstrom 

ady@adywickstrom.com …………………………..(651) 780-5245 

 

Ben Withhart 

benwithhart@yahoo.com …………………………..(651) 481-1040 

 

City Staff 
Terry Schwerm, City Manager 

tschwerm@shoreviewmn.gov …..………………….(651) 490-4611 

 

Jeanne Haapala, Finance Director 

jhaapala@shoreviewmn.gov ……...………………..(651) 490-4621 

 

Tom Simonson, Assistant City Manager/ 

Community Development Director 

tsimonson@shoreviewmn.gov …………...………...(651) 490-4612 

 

Jerry Haffeman, Parks & Recreation Director 

jhaffeman@shoreviewmn.gov ……………...……...(651) 490-4751 

 

Mark Maloney, Public Works Director 

mmaloney@shoreviewmn.gov …………...………..(651) 490-4651 

 

Public Safety ……….…..…..……….In an emergency, dial 911 

Ramsey County Sheriff, non-emergency…………...(651) 484-3366 

 

Lake Johanna Fire Dept, non-emergency……….….(651) 481-7024 
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Introduction 
 
Each fall the League of Minnesota Cities (LMC) publishes a 
report on City property values, tax levies, tax rates and state aid 
for the current year. In the spring of each year, the Minnesota 
Office of State Auditor (OSA) publishes an annual report on final 
City revenue, spending, debt levels and enterprise activity for 
two years earlier. The most recent LMC information is for the 
year 2011, and the most recent OSA information is for the year 
2009. 
 
Shoreview uses both the LMC and OSA information to evaluate 
how we compare to metro-area cities closest to Shoreview in 
size by selecting 14 cities larger and 14 cities smaller. 
 
Population 
 
The graph below contains the 2011 population reported for each 
of the cities in the comparison group. By design, Shoreview falls 
exactly in the middle. 
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City-Share of Property Taxes 
 
A comparison of the City-share of the property tax bill for a 
$249,350 home (Shoreview’s median value) shows that the City 
ranks 5th lowest at $765 (about 22% below the average of 
$980). It is important to note that these tax estimates are before 
the market value homestead credit allocation of $38 (for a net 
City tax of $727), because the allocation varies between 
communities.  
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Tax Levy Ranking 
  
Shoreview’s tax levy rank (before market value credit cuts) has 
improved in the last 10 years in relation to comparison cities. For 
instance, in the year 2001 Shoreview ranked 18, and has 
dropped 2 positions to rank 20 in 2011. Shoreview’s tax levy was 
21.1% below the average of comparison cities in 2001, 
compared to 23.8% below the average for 2011. 

Rank City Levy Rank City

Levy Before 

MVHC Cuts

1 Edina 14,438,771$   1 Edina 25,174,000$   

2 Apple Valley 12,815,701     2 St Louis Park 23,364,067     

3 St Louis Park 10,354,979     3 Apple Valley 21,036,001     

4 Golden Valley 8,024,418        4 Maplewood 16,785,754     

5 Maplewood 7,821,683        5 Golden Valley 16,410,253     

6 Brooklyn Center 7,512,837        6 Richfield 16,330,772     

7 Roseville 6,897,489        7 Inver Grove Heights 15,633,338     

8 Richfield 6,537,688        8 Savage 15,162,314     

9 Inver Grove Heights 6,522,803        9 Shakopee 14,717,436     

10 Chanhassen 6,215,004        10 Roseville 13,878,068     

11 Cottage Grove 6,177,571        11 Brooklyn Center 12,905,748     

12 New Hope 6,079,441        12 Cottage Grove 12,241,250     

13 Rosemount 5,177,997        13 Hastings 11,263,990     

14 Oakdale 4,912,509        14 Elk River 11,112,447     

15 Lino Lakes 4,766,321        15 Rosemount 10,818,697     

16 Hastings 4,762,462        16 Andover 10,717,442     

17 Savage 4,684,064        17 Fridley 10,195,151     

18 Shoreview 4,617,369        18 Oakdale 9,980,087        

19 Andover 4,548,876        19 Chanhassen 9,772,002        

20 Elk River 4,457,306        20 Shoreview 9,345,734        

21 Fridley 4,205,159        21 New Hope 9,229,405        

22 Crystal 4,126,306        22 Prior Lake 9,008,763        

23 Shakopee 4,064,969        23 Crystal 8,988,830        

24 Prior Lake 3,923,417        24 Lino Lakes 8,660,077        

25 Champlin 3,799,537        25 Ramsey 8,128,869        

26 Ramsey 3,726,143        26 Champlin 7,766,249        

27 New Brighton 3,482,035        27 New Brighton 7,397,958        

28 White Bear Lake 3,040,861        28 Chaska 4,880,352        

29 Chaska 1,975,041        29 White Bear Lake 4,665,990        

Average 5,850,647$     Average 12,261,070$   

Shvw to Avg -21.1% Shvw to Avg -23.8%

2001 2011
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Levy and State Aid 
 
Shoreview receives no local government aid (LGA) to help 
support the cost of City services, and loses an additional 
$350,000 of its adopted levy in 2011 due to state cuts to market 
value homestead credit. The table below shows the amount of 
LGA received by each comparison city, as well as the amount of 
LGA per capita. The highest city is White Bear Lake at $64.40 of 
LGA per capita. Most comparison cities receive no LGA. 

City

 Local Govt 

Aid (LGA) 

 LGA Per 

Capita 

White Bear Lake 1,532,448$   64.40$        

Crystal 1,455,066     65.69$        

Richfield 1,218,346     34.58$        

Fridley 759,414        27.91$        

Brooklyn Center 411,378        13.67$        

New Hope 41,843           2.06$          

Chaska 37,441           1.58$          

Andover -                      -$                 

Apple Valley -                      -$                 

Champlin -                      -$                 

Chanhassen -                      -$                 

Cottage Grove -                      -$                 

Edina -                      -$                 

Elk River -                      -$                 

Golden Valley -                      -$                 

Hastings -                      -$                 

Inver Grove Heights -                      -$                 

Lino Lakes -                      -$                 

Maplewood -                      -$                 

New Brighton -                      -$                 

Oakdale -                      -$                 

Prior Lake -                      -$                 

Ramsey -                      -$                 

Rosemount -                      -$                 

Roseville -                      -$                 

Savage -                      -$                 

Shakopee -                      -$                 

Shoreview -                      -$                 

St Louis Park -                      -$                 
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Tax Rates 
 
Tax rates provide a useful comparison because they measure 
both levies and values (the levy is divided by the taxable value to 
compute the tax rate). Shoreview’s tax rate has remained 
relatively constant in the last 10 years, ranking 7th lowest in 
2001 and 6th lowest in 2011.  

 
 
 
 

Rank City Tax Rate Rank City Tax Rate

1        Rosemount 36.55% 1        Brooklyn Center 57.22%
2        Brooklyn Center 36.05% 2        Richfield 54.98%
3        Lino Lakes 35.90% 3        Golden Valley 53.06%
4        New Hope 34.50% 4        New Hope 49.22%
5        Hastings 33.15% 5        Savage 48.28%
6        Apple Valley 31.32% 6        Crystal 47.35%
7        Elk River 30.60% 7        Elk River 45.72%
8        Chanhassen 28.93% 8        Rosemount 44.66%
9        Ramsey 28.01% 9        Inver Grove Heights 43.61%

10      Cottage Grove 27.34% 10      Apple Valley 42.39%
11      Champlin 26.93% 11      Lino Lakes 42.04%
12      Golden Valley 26.79% 12      St Louis Park 41.46%
13      Savage 26.56% 13      Ramsey 39.80%
14      Prior Lake 26.41% 14      Champlin 39.21%
15      Crystal 25.87% 15      Maplewood 39.05%
16      Richfield 25.85% 16      Andover 38.54%
17      Inver Grove Heights 25.62% 17      Cottage Grove 38.11%
18      Oakdale 25.00% 18      New Brighton 37.88%
19      Andover 22.53% 19      Fridley 37.01%
20      St Louis Park 20.83% 20      Hastings 36.80%
21      New Brighton 20.40% 21      Oakdale 35.87%
22      Maplewood 19.97% 22      Shakopee 34.73%
23      Shoreview 18.73% 23      Prior Lake 30.71%
24      Roseville 18.52% 24      Shoreview 30.67%
25      Shakopee 18.20% 25      Roseville 29.76%
26      Edina 17.23% 26      Edina 24.66%
27      Fridley 16.41% 27      Chaska 23.21%
28      Chaska 16.14% 28      Chanhassen 17.73%
29      White Bear Lk 14.60% 29      White Bear Lake 11.80%

Average 25.34% Average 38.47%
Shvw to Avg -26.1% Shvw to Avg -20.3%

2001 2011
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For 2011, Shoreview is about 25% below the average tax rate of 
36.78%. 
 
 
Total Spending Per Capita 
 
Data obtained from the OSA each year helps Shoreview 
compare total spending per capita. The graph below contrasts 
the average spending per capita in 2009 for comparison cities 
along side the per capita spending in Shoreview.  Shoreview’s 
total 2009 spending is about $1,063 per capita, which is about 
24% below the average of $1,401. 
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Spending Per Capita by Activity 
 
When reviewing spending in more detail, Shoreview is below 
average in all activities except parks and recreation and 
traditional utility operations (water, sewer, storm and street 
lighting). 
 

Parks and recreation spending is higher due to the 
Community Center and Recreation Program operations 
(largely supported by user fees and memberships) 
Utility spending is higher due to differences in how cities 
account for storm sewer and street light operations. For 
instance, some cities support these operations with property 
tax revenue. 
Public safety spending in Shoreview is the lowest for all 
comparison cities, at $106.84 per capita, due to the 
efficiencies gained by contracting for both police and fire 
protection. 
Debt payments are 65% below average in Shoreview 
because debt balances are lower than in comparison cities. 

2009 Per Capita Spending Average Shoreview Dollars Percent

General government 92.89$       65.74$       (27.15)$      -29.2%

Public safety 214.41       106.84       (107.57)      -50.2%

Public works 82.90         69.46         (13.44)        -16.2%

Parks 114.80       231.52       116.72       101.7%

Commun devel/EDA/HRA/Housing 48.65         46.39         (2.26)          -4.6%

All other governmental 16.39         4.33            (12.06)        -73.6%

Water/sewer/storm/st l ights 231.64       242.12       10.48         4.5%

Electric 101.51       -                  (101.51)      -100.0%

All other enterprise operations 22.97         -                  (22.97)        -100.0%

Debt payments 184.34       63.77         (120.57)      -65.4%

Capital outlay 290.80       233.28       (57.52)        -19.8%

Total All Funds 1,401.29$ 1,063.45$ (337.85)$   -24.1%

Shoreview to Average
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The graph below shows total 2009 spending per capita 
(spending divided by population) for all comparison cities. 
Spending levels range from a high of $2,734 in Chaska to a low 
of $802 in Lino Lakes.  

 

Shoreview ranks 8th lowest at $1,063 per capita, and is 24% 
below the average of $1,401. 
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Revenue Per Capita by Source 
 
Shoreview is below average for every revenue classification in 
2009 except charges for services and traditional utility revenue. 
Recreation program fees and community center admissions and 
memberships cause Shoreview to collect charges for service 
revenue well above average. Shoreview is 2nd lowest for special 
assessments, and lowest for state aid (from all sources 
combined), and other governmental revenue, while remaining 
more than 21% below average in property taxes. 

The combined results for property tax and special assessments 
is striking because Shoreview’s long-term strategy for the 
replacement of streets shifts a greater burden for replacement 
costs to property taxes and away from special assessments. 
Shoreview’s Comprehensive Infrastructure Replacement Policy 
states that “the City, as a whole, is primarily responsible for the 
payment of replacement and rehabilitation costs”. 
 

2009 Per Capita Revenue Average Shoreview Dollars Percent

Property tax 405.01$     319.72$     (85.29)$    -21.1%

Tax increment (TIF) 82.70          77.56          (5.14)        -6.2%

Franchise tax 16.00          10.84          (5.16)        -32.2%

Other tax 1.45            0.59            (0.86)        -59.3%

Special assessments 50.27          10.05          (40.22)      -80.0%

Licenses & permits 23.78          14.25          (9.53)        -40.1%

Federal (all  combined) 27.45          -                   (27.45)      -100.0%

State (all  combined) 66.83          13.29          (53.54)      -80.1%

Local (all  combined) 23.40          2.32            (21.08)      -90.1%

Charges for service 118.33        191.59       73.26       61.9%

Fines & forfeits 8.17            2.15            (6.02)        -73.7%

Interest 20.24          6.95            (13.29)      -65.7%

All other governmental 32.69          6.91            (25.78)      -78.9%

Water/sewer/storm/street l ighting 229.79        256.28       26.49       11.5%

Electric enterprise 109.97        -                   (109.97)    -100.0%

All other enterprise 27.56          -                   (27.56)      -100.0%

Total Revenue per capita 1,243.66$  912.50$     (331.16)$ -26.6%

Shoreview to Average
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Shoreview’s policy states that “the maximum cost to be 
assessed for any reconstruction and/or rehabilitation 
improvements is limited to the cost of added improvements”, 
meaning property owners pay for an improvement only once via 
assessments. This practice is uncommon among comparison 
cities. 
 
In order to achieve this result, Shoreview estimates replacement 
costs for a minimum of 40 years and identifies the resources (tax 
levies and user fees) necessary to support capital replacement 
costs well in advance. To comply with the policy requirements, 
Shoreview prepares an annual Comprehensive Infrastructure 
Replacement Plan (CHIRP). 
 
This practice would seem to suggest that property taxes would 
be higher in Shoreview to generate the resources needed to 
fund capital replacements, but this is not the case. The tables 
and graphs provided on previous pages in this document 
illustrate that Shoreview remains not only competitive but ranks 
consistently lower than comparison cities. 
 

Shoreview’s 2009 spending per capita ranks 8th lowest 
Shoreview’s assessment collections per capita are the lowest 
among all comparison cities 
Shoreview’s share of the 2011 property tax bill, on a home 
valued at $249,350, is 5th lowest 
Shoreview receives no state aid (LGA) to help pay for city 
services and reduce the property tax burden 
Shoreview’s tax rate has remained stable and low in relation 
to comparison cities, dropping one rank position from the 
year 2001 to 2011 

 
In short, Shoreview’s long-term capital replacement planning has 
allowed the city to keep pace with replacement needs, and 
strongly limit the use of assessments while keeping property 
taxes lower than most comparison cities. 
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Comparison to MLC Cities 
 
Shoreview also prepares comparisons to cities belonging to the 
Municipal Legislative Commission (MLC). These 16 cities 
provide an important comparison because many achieve high 
quality-of-life rankings from their residents in their respective 
community surveys, and are often recognized as having sound 
financial management. In fact, most of the 16 cities have AAA 
bond ratings, as does Shoreview.  
 
Shoreview has the smallest population in the group, and is 
roughly half of the average for the group. 
 

Market Value comparisons are most useful when viewed on a 
per capita basis, because the geographic size of each 
community varies. The graph at the top of the next page shows 
the market value per capita for each MLC city, with Shoreview in 
the middle of the group (about 2.7% below average). 
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Median Home Tax - Perhaps the most revealing comparisons 
come from examining the property tax by component unit. The 
graph below shows the city share of the tax bill on a $249,350 
home (the median value in Shoreview). Shoreview ranks 3rd 
lowest at $765, compared to a high of $1,243 in Savage. 
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School District property taxes (Mounds View) rank about 3% 
below average in Shoreview (see graph above), while the 
combined taxes for Special Districts rank 4% above the average 
(see graph below). 
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County property taxes for cities located in Ramsey County 
(including Shoreview) rank 38% above average (see graph 
above). Total taxes in Shoreview rank 5th highest among MLC 
cities (see graph below). Note: the average school district tax is 
used for Shoreview, and the total tax estimate includes the $148 
homestead credit allocated to all taxing jurisdictions.  
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Summary 
 
Additional information on the City’s budget, capital improvement 
program and tax levy will be made available in late November on 
the City’s website and at city hall. 
 
The budget hearing on the City’s 2012 Budget is scheduled for 
December 5, 2011 at 7:00 p.m., in conjunction with the first 
regular Council meeting in December. 
 
Adoption of the final tax levy, budget, capital improvement 
program, utility rates and Five-year Operating Plan fund balance 
goals and targets is scheduled for December 19, 2011 (the 
second regular Council meeting in December). 
 
Other informational booklets on City operations that will be 
available in December include: 

Budget and Capital Improvement Summary 
Utility Operations 
Property Tax System 

 
 
 
 
 
This document was prepared by the City’s finance department. 
 
 



Utility Operations and 2012 

Recommended Utility Rates 

 

 

Water, 

Sewer, 

Surface Water, and 

Street Lighting  

 



What is safe tap water worth to you? 
 
We turn on the tap every day for water to support our daily lives. Our 
water towers and the pipes below the streets need constant attention 
to keep water flowing at the right pressure without fail. Consistent 
access to a safe water supply helps: 

Keep us healthy 
Fight fires 
Support our economy 
Enhance our high quality of life 

 
The revenue generated by our water bills keep the system strong and 
reliable, and supports maintenance and replacement of the water 
system.  
 
Ensuring continued access to safe water also involves the proper 
collection and treatment of waste water (sewage), and it doesn’t stop 
there. In order to protect the quality of our lakes and streams it is also 
necessary to properly collect and direct storm water through the use 
of storm systems and ponds, and by removing debris in the form of 
sand and salt from roadways.  
 
The process of protecting our varied and numerous water assets 
requires a coordinated effort to manage each of the resources 
carefully and to comply with increasing regulations that govern these 
activities. This document is intended to provide an overview of 
Shoreview’s utility systems and utility rates in an effort to describe 
what it takes to run the City’s utility operations. 
 
 

Water Operations 
 
Shoreview’s water system provides drinking water to about 9,000 
homes and businesses within City limits, and provides limited service 
(at higher billing rates) to neighboring communities through service 
agreements.  

2 



 
 
The City’s water system includes: 

1,318 water hydrants 
6 wells 
2 elevated storage tanks (water towers) 
1 underground water reservoir 
103 miles of water lines 

 
In recent years watering restrictions have become necessary to reduce 
the peak in daily demand for water, and to more evenly spread water 
use over different days. This enables the City to avoid the high cost of 
constructing additional wells and water storage capacity.  
  
Operating and maintaining the system so that water is available at any 
time requires managing the following activities: 

Produce and store water  
Treat water (including a future water treatment facility) 
Operate distribution pumps 
Flush water mains (semi-annually) 
Repair, replace and maintain water system infrastructure 
Read meters (quarterly) and replace meters as needed 
Sample and test water per Department of Natural Resources and 
Minnesota Department of Health requirements 

 
Hydrant flushing is performed by utility maintenance crews each 
spring and fall to remove mineral buildup in the system and to ensure 
the reliability of hydrants and water valves. The systematic and 
controlled flushing of the system improves the overall quality of water, 
assists in overall system maintenance, helps remove sediments and 
stale water, and maintains chlorine residuals.  
 
The City is planning for the potential addition of a water treatment 
plant in 2016 to address rising levels of iron and manganese in the 
City’s wells. Even though iron and manganese are not considered 
harmful to health, they can cause esthetic, taste and odor problems 
within the water system. 
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Water Rates 
 
Minnesota law requires the City to bill all water customers on a 
conservation-based rate structure (tiered rates). Further, the law 
requires billing each residential unit the same allocation of gallons per 
tier at the same water rates. This means that apartments and 
condominiums are billed the same rates and with the same allocation 
of gallons per unit as single-family homes. 
 
Residential water rates 
are set in 2 components:  
a quarterly availability 
charge of $13 (up $2 
from 2011), and 4 tiered 
rates for water used in 
the preceding quarter. 
Tiered rates for 2012 are 
shown at right:   

The first 5 thousand 
gallons per unit is billed at $1.04 per thousand gallons (about 9.6 
gallons for each penny). 
The second 5 thousand gallons per unit is billed at $1.77 per 
thousand (about 5.6 gallons for each penny). 
The next 20 thousand gallons per unit is billed $2.36 per thousand 
gallons (about 4.2 gallons for each penny).  
Remaining water is billed at the highest rate of $3.84 per thousand 
gallons (about 2.6 gallons for a penny). 

 
Commercial customers are billed the same tiered rates, excluding the 
lowest tier (which is for residential customers only).  
 
Compared to bottled water, tap water is remarkably inexpensive. For 
instance, a gallon of self-serve spring water costs about 30-cents while 
30-cents buys 288 gallons of Shoreview tap water at the lowest tier, 
and buys 78 gallons at the highest tier.  Even at Shoreview’s highest 
water tier, 1-cent buys 2.6 gallons of tap water. 
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Residential Water Rates (quarterly)

Cost Per Gallons

Thousand Per

Water Tiers Gallons Penny

Tier 1 (5,000 gal per unit) 1.04$      9.6        

Tier 2 (5,000 gal per unit) 1.77$      5.6        

Tier 3 (20,000 gal per unit) 2.36$      4.2        

Tier 4 (remaining water) 3.84$      2.6        



Household Water Use 
 
According to the 
American Water Works 
Association (AWWA), 
about half of household 
water use is from 
flushing and laundry.  
 
The pie chart at right 
illustrates average 
household water 
consumption. Some 
easy ways to reduce 
water consumption 
include: 

Turn the water off while washing dishes by hand 
Run the clothes washer only when full, or get a high efficiency 
washing machine 
Use a water-efficient shower head (saves 750 gallons a month) 
Shorten shower time (1 to 2 minutes shorter saves 25 gallons a 
month) 
Upgrade older toilets with water efficient models 
Use sprinklers that deliver big drops of water close to the ground 
because smaller water drops and mist often evaporate before they 
hit the ground 
Adjust sprinklers so only the lawn is watered, and not the house, 
sidewalk or street 
Water the lawn and garden in the morning or evening when 
temperatures are cooler to minimize evaporation 
Check soil moisture to determine when to water rather than 
following a set watering schedule 
Set a timer when watering, as a reminder to stop, because a 
running hose can discharge up to 10 gallons a minute 
Adjust the lawn mower to a higher setting, allowing longer grass to 
shade the root system and hold soil moisture better 
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Water Use Trends 
 
Water use fluctuates from year to year, primarily due to differences in 
rainfall. About 50% of the water sold is consumed during the four 
months of the growing season.  

 
Other factors that reduce household water use include water 
conservation efforts, an aging population, new plumbing fixtures, and 
fewer people per household. The graph below shows average 
quarterly water consumption per home (estimated gallons are shown 
for 2011). Because this graph shows total average consumption 
throughout the year, both rainfall and water conservation efforts 
impact these results.  
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Examining winter water consumption is the easiest way to measure 
inside household water use (without the impact of summer watering). 
The graph below shows the decline in average quarterly winter water 
use over more than a decade.  

The winter average in the last 5 years is about 6% lower than in the 
previous 5-year period. Even though water conservation protects the 
long-term viability of the City’s water source, it also means that water 
revenues decline in some years despite an increase in water rates. If 
the downward water trend in water use continues, existing customers 
need to pay more for the same level of service  in order to sufficiently 
cover ongoing operating costs. 
 

Water System Assets 
 
It cost approximately $24 million to build the City’s water system, 
which results in annual depreciation expense of $630,000 for 2012. In 
the last 5 years the water fund has spent $4.7 million on water system 
repairs, replacements, improvements to system controls and water 
meter replacement. Over the next 5 years the City expects to spend 
$1.9 million on water system assets, plus the addition of a $9 million 
water treatment facility. Other capital costs are primarily repairs and 
maintenance of existing assets (wells, towers and water lines). 
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Water Budget 
 
Water rates are set with the knowledge that predicting water income 
is far more difficult than predicting expense and capital costs. In 
setting rates the City expects fluctuations in water consumption from 
year to year, and therefore expects a net loss in some years and a net 
profit in others. The rate setting process is designed to make gradual 
changes in rates whenever possible, focusing on a long-term strategy.   
 
The table below provides a 4-year history of water fund activity. As 
shown, in 3 of the last 4 years the City’s water fund ended with a net 
loss (excluding the value of contributed assets). This means water 
income was not sufficient to offset operating costs. 
 

Once lower water consumption becomes a trend rather than a 
temporary fluctuation, it becomes necessary to adjust rates more 
significantly to close the gap between income and expense. 
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Operating Summary 2008 2009 2010 2011

Actual Actual Actual Estimate

Revenue

Special Assessments 1,317$       1,650$       1,113$       -$                

Intergovernmental -                   -                   557             13,370       

Utility Charges 1,914,643 2,209,772 1,963,342 2,078,500 

Interest Earnings 112,657     56,635       32,722       50,000       

Other Revenues 4,400          14,408       44,846       -                   

Total Revenue 2,033,017 2,282,465 2,042,580 2,141,870 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 1,329,618 1,245,066 1,339,306 1,432,867 

Miscellaneous 362             -                   -                   -                   

Debt Service 126,890     197,535     192,894     205,944     

Depreciation 465,963     476,849     543,688     605,000     

Total Expense 1,922,833 1,919,450 2,075,888 2,243,811 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (120,000)   (130,000)   (151,037)   (225,000)   

Net Change (9,816)        233,015     (184,345)   (326,941)   



 
 
The table below shows estimated water fund activity for the 2012-
2013 biennial budget. Both years are based on the expectation that 
water consumption will continue at current levels.    

 
Over the next 5 years, significant water system costs include: 

Add water booster station in the Weston Woods area to increase 
water pressure 
Update SCADA system software  
Install natural gas/alternate power backup for well #6 
Add water treatment plant to address rising levels of iron and 
manganese in the City’s water supply 
Replace roofs on booster station and well #5 
Repair and replace water lines 
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Operating Summary 2012 2013

Budget Budget

Revenue

Special Assessments -$                -$                

Intergovernmental 13,200       12,940       

Utility Charges 2,468,800 2,564,000 

Interest Earnings 55,000       55,000       

Other Revenues -                   -                   

Total Revenue 2,537,000 2,631,940 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 1,455,461 1,488,456 

Miscellaneous -                   -                   

Debt Service 184,287     171,435     

Depreciation 630,000     637,000     

Total Expense 2,269,748 2,296,891 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (240,000)   (262,500)   

Net Change 27,252       72,549       



Sewer Operations 
 
Shoreview operates a sanitary sewer system that collects and directs 
waste water discharged from homes and businesses throughout the 
City. The City’s sewer system includes: 

17 lift (pumping) stations 
108 miles of sanitary sewer lines 
2,500 manholes 

 
Operating and maintaining the sewer system so that it functions 
adequately and consistently includes: 

Operating, maintaining0 and inspecting lift stations daily 
Treating collected sewage (performed by Metropolitan Council 
Environmental Services) 
Relining sewer pipes 
Replacing, repairing and maintaining sewer system infrastructure 
Inspecting manholes 
Cleaning sewer lines 

 

Sewer Rates 
 
Residential sewer charges will remain the same for 2012. Sewer rates 
are set in 2 components:  a quarterly sewer availability charge of  
$35.76 per unit and 5 tiered rates for water used in the winter quarter 
(because winter water use provides the best measure of water 
entering the sewer lines). The sewer availability charge is billed 
regardless of whether sewer discharge occurs because the City must 
maintain, repair, operate and replace the sewer system. 
 
Tiered rates for 
2012 are shown in 
the table at right, 
and are described 
at the top of the 
next page. 
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Residential Sewer Rates (quarterly)

Sewer

Sewer Tiers Tiers

Tier 1 (up to 5,000 gal per unit) 15.11$ 

Tier 2 (5,001-10,000 gal per unit) 26.02$ 

Tier 3 (10,001-20,000 gal per unit) 39.90$ 

Tier 4 (20,001-30,000 gal per unit) 54.26$ 

Tier 5 (more than 30,000 gal per unit) 70.50$ 



 
 

Tier 1— homes using up to 5 thousand gallons in the winter 
quarter pay $15.11 per quarter. 
Tier 2— homes using between 5 and 10 thousand gallons in the 
winter quarter pay $26.02 per quarter. 
Tier 3— homes using between 10 and 20 thousand gallons in the 
winter quarter pay $39.90 per quarter. 
Tier 4— homes using between 20 and 30 thousand gallons in the 
winter quarter pay $54.26 per quarter. 
Tier 5— homes using more than 30 thousand gallons in the winter 
quarter pay $70.50 per quarter. 

 
Sewer rates are designed to reward low volume customers and to 
charge high volume customers more because they contribute more 
flow to the sewer system. Further, rates are designed to treat single-
family homes and multi-family units equally by establishing the multi-
family cost on a per unit basis. 
 
The graph below illustrates the number of residential sewer customers 
billed in each of the 5 sewer tiers over the last 5 years. As shown, the 
majority of homes are billed at tier 3, and the fewest number of homes 
are billed at tier 5. The number of customers billed in the first 2 tiers is 
rising, while the number of customers in tiers 3 through 5 is declining. 
The large increase in tier 2 for 2010 is the result of shifting apartments 
to the residential rate structure (as required by state law). 
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Sewage Treatment 
 
Sewage is collected in City-owned sanitary sewer mains and is routed 
or pumped into facilities owned and operated by the Metropolitan 
Council Environmental Services Division (MCES). Sewage flows are 
monitored and metered by MCES for the purpose of determining the 
City’s sewage treatment costs. These costs are dependent on the 
amount of flow contributed to the system, and therefore water use 
impacts the City’s sewage treatment costs.  
 
Unfortunately, even when sewage flow declines (as it has since 2003) 
sewage treatment costs don’t necessarily follow because the rate 
charged by the MCES continues to rise. As shown in the table below, 
sewage flow has declined in recent years, while sewage treatment 
costs have risen in most years. Fortunately, a slight decline in sewage 
treatment costs for 2012 has allowed the City to hold sewer rates 
constant for 2012.  

Sewage flows can also be impacted by groundwater infiltration and 
storm water inflow, particularly during periods of heavy downpours. 
Cracks in sewer lines, openings in manholes, and illegal connections of 
roof drains and/or sump pumps to the sewer system allow water to 
flow directly into sewer pipes, which in turn drives up sewer flows and 
sewage treatment costs.  
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In an effort to reduce sewage flow, the City is actively working to 
evaluate sewer lines and to utilize sewer relining to repair lines more 
cost effectively. The City also completed a commercial roof and 
residential sump pump inspection program to eliminate illegal 
discharges into the sewer system.   
 
The table at right provides an 
8-year summary of the City’s 
sewage treatment costs. The 
sewage flow used for the 2012 
bill is 10% lower than 2005 
flows. Conversely, the 2012 
rate per million gallons is 27% 
higher than in 2005. The net 
result is a sewage treatment 
bill that is $1,699,000 (14% 
higher than in 2005). If sewage 
flows had continued to grow, 
the cost would have been 
even higher. 
 
Since 2007 the MCES has considered charging an inflow/infiltration 
surcharge for the estimated increase in sewage flows generated by 
ground water infiltration. So far, Shoreview has avoided this cost 
because of the City’s efforts to reduce inflow and infiltration of ground 
and storm water into the system. 
 
Sewer System Assets 
 
It cost approximately $12 million to build the City’s sanitary sewer 
system, which results in annual depreciation expense of $300,000 for 
2012. In the last 5 years the sewer fund has spent $2.2 million on 
sewer system repairs, replacements, improvements to system controls 
and new sewer lines. Over the next 5 years the City expects to spend 
$1.1 million on sewer system repairs and replacements. 

13 

Year

Billing 

Flow 

(millions)

Rate Per 

Million 

Gallons

Annual 

Cost 

(millions)

2005 1,019 1,465$     1.492$       

2006 955 1,543$     1.472$       

2007 943 1,527$     1.438$       

2008 883 1,697$     1.497$       

2009 945 1,754$     1.657$       

2010 888 1,981$     1.758$       

2011 871 2,026$     1.764$       

2012 917 1,854$     1.699$       



Sewer Budget 
 
Even though establishing sewer rates and predicting sewer revenue is 
somewhat easier than predicting water revenue, because winter water 
consumption is used to determine residential sewer charges, the 
decline in water use also impacts sewer revenue. The gradual decline 
in winter water use is shifting more customers into lower sewer tiers.  
 
The table below provides a 4-year history of sewer fund activity. In 
each of the last 4 years the City’s sewer fund ended with a net loss 
(excluding the value of contributed assets). This means that sewer 
income was not sufficient to offset expense.  

Rates are designed to change gradually whenever possible, focusing on 
a long-term strategy. However, as lower consumption becomes a 
trend, it may become necessary to charge higher rates for the same 
level of service to offset operating expenses. 
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Operating Summary 2008 2009 2010 2011

Actual Actual Actual Estimate

Revenue

Special Assessments 1,434$       1,863$       1,092$       -$                

Intergovernmental -                   -                   444             10,650       

Charges for Services 511             180             2,365          200             

Utility Charges 2,847,055 3,149,424 3,250,742 3,509,500 

Interest Earnings 74,581       35,907       19,357       25,000       

Other Revenues -                   138             -                   -                   

Total Revenue 2,923,581 3,187,512 3,274,000 3,545,350 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 2,590,220 3,013,765 2,869,607 2,996,432 

Miscellaneous 362             -                   -                   -                   

Debt Service 34,913       50,950       57,495       77,228       

Depreciation 251,630     265,557     279,711     305,000     

Total Expense 2,877,125 3,330,272 3,206,813 3,378,660 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (120,000)   (120,000)   (127,037)   (187,000)   

Net Change (73,544)      (262,760)   (59,850)      (20,310)      



 
 
The table below shows estimated sewer fund activity for the 2012-
2013 biennial budget. Both years are based on the expectation that 
water consumption will continue at current levels. 

 
Over the next 5 years, significant sewer system costs include: 

Repair and replace sewer lines 
Repair and replace sewer lines in conjunction with the 2012 Street 
Renewal project 
Televise and reline sewer lines 
Rehabilitate 3 lift stations 
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Operating Summary 2012 2013

Budget Budget

Revenue

Special Assessments -$                -$                

Intergovernmental 10,515       10,310       

Charges for Services 200             200             

Utility Charges 3,506,500 3,611,500 

Interest Earnings 25,000       30,000       

Other Revenues -                   -                   

Total Revenue 3,542,215 3,652,010 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 2,942,296 3,055,226 

Miscellaneous -                   -                   

Debt Service 72,843       68,884       

Depreciation 300,000     310,000     

Total Expense 3,315,139 3,434,110 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (188,000)   (196,500)   

Net Change 39,076       21,400       



Surface Water Operations 
 
The City of Shoreview maintains a storm water system that collects 
and directs storm water runoff and provides protection for surface and 
ground water quality.  The City’s surface water system includes: 

5 storm water lift (pumping) stations 
200 storm water ponds 
485 storm inlets/outlets 
35 miles of storm lines 
50 structural pollution control devices 

 
The purpose of the surface water management program is to preserve 
and use natural water storage and retention systems as much as is 
practical to reduce the amount of public capital expenditures 
necessary to: 

Control excessive volumes and runoff rates 
Improve water quality 
Prevent flooding and erosion from surface water flows 
Promote ground water recharge 
Protect and enhance fish and wildlife habitat and water 
recreational facilities (lakes, etc.) 

 
The City’s surface water management program seeks to prevent 
flooding and improve ground water quality through the best possible 
utilization of wetlands and artificial detention areas. Wetland 
management allows the City to maintain the integrity of its wetlands, 
improve water quality and reduce City maintenance efforts. Emphasis 
is placed on both sediment removal and storm water infiltration, as 
the primary methods of water quality improvement.  
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Operating the surface water system includes these activities: 

Maintain, inspect, replace and improve storm sewer systems 
(including storm lines) 
Maintain storm sewer lift stations (pumping stations) 
Maintain and inspect storm water ponds 
Construct new storm water ponds 
Collect debris from City streets through street sweeping 
Provide technical support to water management organizations 
Implement Surface Water Management Plan 

 

Surface Water Rates 
 
Surface water charges are set by type of property, considering the 
amount of impervious surface typically present (in an attempt to 
address varying levels of rainfall runoff). The table below shows 2012 
surface water rates for 
all classes of property. 
Townhomes pay a 
slightly higher rate 
because they have 
more impervious 
surface area and 
therefore generate 
more rainfall runoff. 
 

Surface Water System Assets 
 
It cost approximately $11 million to build the City’s storm sewer 
system, which results in annual depreciation expense of $218,000 for 
2012. In the last 5 years the surface water fund has spent $2.6 million 
on storm system repairs, replacements, and improvements (including 
pond development). Over the next 5 years the City expects to spend 
$2.8 million on a combination of storm system repairs, replacement, 
new pond construction and storm system improvements. 

17 

Surface Water Rates (quarterly)

Property Type Rate Basis

Residential 17.57$    per unit

Townhomes 18.61$    per unit

Condo, apartment, commercial,

industrial, school, church 146.94$  per acre



Surface Water Management Budget 
 
The table below provides a 4-year history of surface water fund 
activity. As shown, the surface water fund has ended 2 of the last 4 
years with a net loss (excluding the value of contributed assets). This 
has been largely due to higher repair and maintenance costs.  
 

 
The operating surplus generated in any given year is used to partially 
support anticipated storm sewer capital costs as mandated by the 
City’s Surface Water Management Plan.  
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2008 2009 2010 2011

Actual Actual Actual Estimate

Revenue

Special Assessments 859$       937$       534$       -$                

Intergovernmental 50,000    -               161          3,860          

Utility Charges 749,109 808,176 925,620 1,011,709 

Interest Earnings 37,161    17,425    11,235    16,000       

Total Revenue 837,129 826,538 937,550 1,031,569 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 545,758 565,252 656,073 702,138     

Miscellaneous 362          -               -               -                   

Debt Service 48,344    26,179    90,408    92,047       

Depreciation 159,159 169,816 192,558 208,000     

Total Expense 753,623 761,247 939,039 1,002,185 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out -               (20,000)  (40,000)  (97,000)      

Net Change 83,506    45,291    (41,489)  (67,616)      



 
 
The table below shows estimated surface water fund activity for the 
2012-2013 biennial budget. As shown, a net loss is anticipated for 2012 
despite the increase in surface water rates. 

 
 
Over the next 5 years, significant surface water system costs include: 

Repair and replace storm systems 
Improve and expand the storm system as part of street projects 
Sediment removal from ponds  and other infrastructure 
Construct 2 pretreatment structures for the East and Northwest 
shores of Shoreview Lake  
Update storm sewer lift station controls 
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2012 2013

Budget Budget

Revenue

Special Assessments -$                -$                

Intergovernmental 3,815          3,750          

Utility Charges 1,109,462 1,215,101 

Interest Earnings 24,000       28,000       

Total Revenue 1,137,277 1,246,851 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 760,233     756,856     

Miscellaneous -                   -                   

Debt Service 85,602       75,594       

Depreciation 218,000     223,000     

Total Expense 1,063,835 1,055,450 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (107,000)   (126,900)   

Net Change (33,558)      64,501       



Street Lighting Operations 
 
The City of Shoreview operates a street lighting system throughout the 
community in support of safe vehicle and pedestrian traffic. The City’s 
street light system includes lighting owned by the City or leased from 
Xcel Energy. 

713 city-owned street lights 
Leased street lights 

 
Operation and maintenance of the City’s street light system includes: 

Periodic rewiring of existing lights 
Energy costs associated with operation of the lighting system 
Installation of new street lights 
Repair and replacement of existing poles and/or light fixtures 

 

Street Lighting Rates 
 
Street lighting user charges are based upon property type. The table 
below shows 2012 street lighting rates for all classes of property. 
Apartments and mobile homes pay a lower fee than homes because 
there are significantly more homes per acre in those developments. 
All properties in Shoreview, regardless of locations or types of street 
light fixtures, pay street light charges. All properties receive benefit 
from the street light system through illumination of streets, which in 
turn enhances safety for drivers and pedestrians. 
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Street Lighting Rates (quarterly)

Property Type Rate Basis

Residential, townhome 9.11$      per unit

Apartment, condo, mobile home 6.83$      per unit

Comm, industrial, school,church 27.33$    per acre



Street Lighting Assets 
 
It cost approximately $1.4 million to build the City-owned portion of 
the City’s street lighting system (excluding lights owned by Xcel 
Energy), which results in $40,000 of depreciation expense for 2012. 
Since the creation of the street lighting fund, the City has spent 
$270,000 on lighting repairs and replacements. Over the next 5 years 
the City expects to spend nearly $1 million on street lighting repairs 
and replacements due to the age of many of the lights in the system. 
 

Street Lighting Budget 
 
The table below provides a history of street lighting fund activity for 
the last 4 years. As shown, the fund ended with a net gain in each year. 
An operating gain is necessary because the fund lacks sufficient cash 
balances to absorb the annual impact of street lighting replacement 
costs. These costs create an immediate drain on street light fund cash 
while impacting depreciation expense over the useful life of the assets 
(per governmental accounting rules). 
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2008 2009 2010 2011

Actual Actual Actual Estimate

Revenue

Special Assessments 86$          144$       92$          -$             

Utility Charges 302,600 333,903 348,220 365,000 

Interest Earnings 3,982      2,445      2,221      2,500      

Other Revenues 1,011      -               466          500          

Total Revenue 307,679 336,492 350,999 368,000 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 218,276 217,103 245,207 242,099 

Miscellaneous -               -               26            -               

Depreciation 38,825    38,353    37,911    40,000    

Total Expense 257,101 255,456 283,144 282,099 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out -               (3,000)    (6,000)    (12,600)  

Net Change 50,578    78,036    61,855    73,301    



 
 
The table below shows estimated street lighting fund activity for the 
2012-2013 biennial budget. The planned operating surplus is intended 
to partially offset street light replacements of $211,000 in 2011, and 
$160,000 in 2012. 

 
In the next 5 years, energy and street light repair and replacement 
costs will be the primary driving force when establishing street lighting 
charges.  

Energy costs account for 63% of operating expense in 2012 and 
2013 (the largest expense for the fund).  
Repair costs are expected to rise in the future as street lights 
continue to age. 
Plans to replace 150 street lights over the next 5 years (as part of 
street renewal projects and individual replacements) will result in 
capital costs of $1 million. 
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2012 2013

Budget Budget

Revenue

Special Assessments -$             -$             

Utility Charges 456,000 474,000 

Interest Earnings 2,500      2,700      

Other Revenues 500          500          

Total Revenue 459,000 477,200 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 251,740 259,451 

Miscellaneous -               -               

Depreciation 40,000    48,000    

Total Expense 291,740 307,451 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (15,600)  (19,000)  

Net Change 151,660 150,749 



What Does This Mean for My Utility Bill? 
 
The impact of the 2012 water and sewer rates on any individual 
customer depends on the amount of water consumed because rates 
are based on the philosophy that customers putting greater demands 
on the system should pay more than customers with lesser demand. 
The table below provides a breakdown of residential customers in 6 
usage levels. As 
shown, 42% of 
residential 
customers fall into 
the “average” 
category (using an 
average of 17,500 
gallons of water per 
quarter, and using 
about 12,000 gallons 
per quarter in the 
winter months). 
 
 
 
The next table 
illustrates the change 
in utility bills for 2012 
in each of the usage 
levels, assuming that 
the same amount of 
water is used in each 
year.   
 
 
 
It should be noted that the cost estimates shown above include a 
water connection fee of $1.59 per quarter, mandated by and paid to 
the State of Minnesota. 
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Percent of

Water Sewer Residential

Use Level Gallons Gallons Customers

Very low 5,000         4,000         10%

Low 10,000       10,000      22%

Average 17,500       12,000      42%

Above average 25,000       22,000      19%

High 55,000       26,000      5%

Very high 80,000       34,000      2%

Use Level 2011 2012 $

Very low 91.77$     97.34$     5.57$      

Low 107.73$  117.10$   9.37$      

Average 136.99$  148.68$   11.69$    

Above avg 166.72$  180.74$   14.02$    

High 258.22$  288.54$   30.32$    

Very high 355.71$  400.78$   45.07$    

Total Quarterly

Utility Bill

Quarterly

Change



Available Payment Methods 
 
The City of Shoreview provides a variety of payment methods for 
utility bills, including: 

City hall front desk during office hours (8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) 
Drop box near the city hall entrance 
Drop box at Rainbow Foods (corner of Highway 49 & 96) 
By mail 
Credit card, by calling utility billing (VISA/MasterCard) 
Direct debit (from your bank account) 
On line via the City’s website (look for “Online Payments”) 

 
 

Contact Information 
 
Utility billing questions information 

Phone - (651) 490-4630 
Email - utilities@shoreviewmn.gov 

Utility maintenance questions 
Phone - (651) 490-4657 (public works admin coordinator) 
Phone - (651) 490-4661 (utilities supervisor) 
Email - dcurley@shoreviewmn.gov 

Water and sewer emergencies 
Mon-Fri, 7:00 a.m.-3:30 p.m. (651) 490-4661 
Evenings, weekends and holidays, call the Ramsey County Sheriff 
(651) 484-3366. The Sheriff’s office will contact the utility 
maintenance person on call. 

 
 

We hope this information has been helpful  
in explaining the City’s utility systems. 

 
Shoreview Utility Department 

4600 Victoria Street North 
Shoreview, MN 55126 

www.shoreviewmn.gov 
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